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BIBLIOGRAPHY 
INTRODUCTION 
Cornelius Van Til is professor of Apologetics at 
Westminster Theological Seminary in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania •. 
He is widely known as a leading advocate of orthodox 
Christianity as expressed in the historic Reformed 
Confessions. 
Basic to his view of Christianity is the concept of 
revelation. Van Til takes the Scripture to be the self-
revelation of God. rt is regarded as the only authoritative 
rule for faith and practice. Van Til's defense of 
Christianity appears to depend on a defense of Biblical 
theism. 
The purpose of this thesis is to provide an exposition 
and an evaluation of Van Til's concept of revelation. uVhat 
is the basis of his high view of Scripture? In what sense 
is the Bible the touchstone for his defense of theism? 
Does Scripture constitute the special revelation of God 
and how is it contrasted with natural revelation? Questions 
such as these are involved in an examination of Van Til's 
concept of revelation. 
The opening chapter deals briefly with Van Til's 
philosophical theology in most of its major areas. This is 
necessary in order to appreciate the relationship of his 
theology to the concept of revelation. Chapters Two and 
i 
Three deal with natural end special revelation, respectively, 
The thesis will conclude with a critique of Van Til's 
concept of revelation. 
The writings of Van Til constitute the basic source 
materials. Of primary importance is his latest publication: 
The Defense £!~Faith. Quotations are sometimes taken 
from Van Til's four syllabi: Chris'tian Apologetics, 
An Introduction to Systematic Theology, Christian Theistic 
Ethics, and Christian Theistic Evidences, which were intended 
for classroom discussion. These syllabi have been relied 
upon when material was not included in the above mentioned 
text. Secondary sources dealing with Van Til's theology 
will be relied upon only where relevant for a better compre-
hension of the subject. 
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CHAPTER I 
GENERAL SYNOPSIS OF VAN TILtS THEOLOGY 
A. Biographical Sketch of Cornelius Van Til 
Cornelius Van Til was born on May 3, 1895 at Grootegast, 
The Netherlands. His family crume to the United States 
in 1905, settling in Indiana. The religious background of 
the frumily is Within the Reformed tradition, actual member-
ship being in the Christian Reformed Church. 
Van Til studied at Calvin College (.A.B. 1922), Grand 
Rapids, ~chigan. He studied at Princeton Theological 
Seminary (Th. B., 1924; Th. M., 1925). He received his 
Ph.D. from Princeton University in 1927. At Princeton 
Van Til crume under the influence of several scholars who 
deeply molded his thinking. Among them were Charles Hodge, 
w. B. Greene, G. Vos, R. D. Wilson and J. Gresham Macb.en., 
Van Til was ordained in 1927 and subsequently accepted 
an invitation to be pastor of the Spring Lake Church of 
Muskegon, Michigan. Soon after beginning his ministry, he 
received an invitation to return to Princeton Seminary as 
instructor in Apologetics. Van Til accepted this invitation. 
At the end of his first year at Princeton, however, because 
of Seminary reorganization, Van Til resigned and returned 
to the church at Spring Lake, Michigan. Van Til was one 
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of four professors who resigned. from Princeton Seminary in 
1929--the others being R. D. Wilson, J. Gresham Machen and 
Oswald T. Allis. 
In 1929 Van Til accepted an invitation to join the 
faculty of the newly organized Westminster Theological 
Seminary in Philadelphia, where he has remained ever since •. 
His influence has grown steadily. H~s views on Apologetics, 
Ethics, and Systematic Theology are widely discussed and 
warmly debated by many graduate students here and abroad. 
He is in great demand as visiting lecturer and conference 
speaker. He appeared at Boston University School of 
Theology as visiting theologian in 19 56. 
B. ¥an·Til's Kpologetic and his Reformed-Calvinistic 
Background 
The underlying theme in the apologetics of Van Til is 
his firm conviction that Reformed Theology provides the only 
valid and consistent methodology for Christianity. Van Til 
avowedly stands in the main stream of the theological 
pers:g.ecti ves of John Calvin and Augustine. In addition he 
owes much to the Dutch Theologians, Abraham Kuyper and 
Herman Bavinck and to the American represen~atives of 
Calvinism, Charles Hodge and B. B. Warfield. He openly 
81Sserts that~ 
It is on the basis of the work of such men as 
Charles Hodge, Herman Bavinck and B. B. Warfield, 
to mention no others, that we have formulated the 
2 
broad outline of the Reformed world and life view. 
It is only by the help of such men that we have 
been enabled to attain to anything like a consistent 
Protestantism.l 
Van Til's teachings are in the same general framework as those 
of H. Dooyeweerd at the Free University of Amsterdam as well 
as those presented at Calvin College and Seminary in Grand 
Rapids, Michigan • 
. 
In speaking of his theological views he says: 
In all this I am only presenting generic or historical 
Calvinism. If I have proposed variations, they are 
certainly not of basic import. Even the apologetic 
methodology I have proposed rests upon Calvin and 
upon the classical Reformed theologians. I have tried 
to use elements both of Kuyper's and of Warfieldr·s 
thinking.2 
From this statement, which introduces ·the reader to his 
theology, there is Van Til's admission of his indebtedness 
to Calvinism specifically and Reformed thinking generally. 
c. The Bible as the Infallible Word of God 
What is the basic presupposition or working principle 
which generates the whole corpus of his system? There is 
no doubt that the fundamental presupposition in Van Til's 
philosophical theology is the belief in the Bible, both 
Old and New Testaments as the special revelation of God. 
He makes no apology for this stand and affirms it constantly 
1
cornelius Van Til~ The Defense of the Faith (Philadelphia: 
Presbyterian and R~formed Publishing Co., 1955), P• 96. 
2Ibid., P• 20. 
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to both friend and critic. He says, in reference to his 
apologetic, 11 ••• it is controlled by the idea of the Bible 
as the infallible Word of God and by the 'system of 
doctrine' contained in the Bible. 11 3 Whenever Van Til is 
debating the main issues of philosophy and religion one 
thing is paramount in his presentation, and that is, the 
involvement of the issues with the pronouncements and 
directives of Biolical theism. He says: 
To engage in philosophical discussion does not mean 
that we begin without Scripture. We do not first 
defend theism philosophically by an appeal· to 
reason and experience in order, after that, to 
turn to Scripture for our knowledge and defense of 
Christianity. We get our th~ism as well as our 
Christianity from "the Bible.~ 
The question may be asked: 11Is the Biblical revelation 
upon which Christian Trinitarian Theism rests broad enough 
also in its implications, to touch upon disciplines outside 
the pale of religion? Are philosophic, scientific, economic 
and political issues, to suggest a few areas of investigation, 
related to the domain of explication within a Biblical 
context?" Here is Van Til's answer: 
The Bible is thought of as authoritative on every-
thing of which it speaks. And it speaks on everything. 
We do not mean that it speaks of football games, of 
atoms, etc., directly, but we do mean that it speaks 
on everything either directly or indirectly. It 
3rbid.! P• 19 • 
4rbia., P• 24. 
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tells us not only of the Christ and His work but it 
also tells us who God is and whence th~ universe is 
come. It gives us a philosophy as well as history.5 
He means that the Bible touches upon all areas of experience 
either by overt pronouncement or influence. 
Van Til is not equivocal or ambivalent in his approach 
to opposing systems of non-theistic orientation. His basic 
presupposition is clear. It is the authority of Biblical 
revelation. He feels that the elements lacking in non-
theistic approaches to a Weltanschauung are better supplied 
by his Biblical methodology. His point of contact with 
non-theistic philosophy is to understand its language, to 
see its philosophic problems, paradoxes, dilemmas, 'but be 
always on his guard to put Christian content into the 
language which he borrows. Hence the approach which Van Til 
takes toward opposing systems of philosophy is to use the 
total picture of Christianity as it is portrayed in the 
Bible to augment and complete the partial Weltanschauung 
of non-Christian systems. 
The apologetic thrust of Van Til is therefore grounded 
in the idea that we must first have a body of truth, which 
for him is the theistic doctrines of Christianity as pro-
mulgated by the Reformed-Calvinistic tradition, and then 
seek to defend it. One begins with a Biblical Theology 
and develops an appropriate apologetic. Van Til does not 
~ test the validity of his theology by his apologetic 
5 
discussions but just the opposite. Following the lead of 
Kuyper and Bavinck, Van Til asserts that apologetics is 
at the periphery and the.ology is central. "The. best 
apologetic defense will inv~iably qe made by him who 
knows the system of truth of Scripture best. 116 
It is interesting to find a noted Catholic philosopher 
following a similar pattern of development from theology to 
apologetics. In a recent essay, titled 11 0n the Nature of 
-
Apologetics", Jacques Mari tain adds an appendix, in which 
he says:· 
The apologist, for a fact, did not make his way 
to the faith simply as an apologist, ·but indeed 
as a hearer of the evangelical preaching and the 
teaching of the church. Only after having been 
firmly grounded himself in the things from above 
does he then, under the guidance of faith, teach 
the way that leads to·faith and proceeds to 
defend it. After all, one can defend only what one 
already has.'( 
Van Til and Maritain agree that apologetics is possible only 
after one has already comndtted himself to a system of 
theology. Maritain, of course, includes the traditions of 
the Catholic church as well as the Bible as worthy of 
commitment. Van Til is bound to the orthodox view of the 
6Cornelius Van Til~ Introduction to Systematic Theology 
(Syllabus), p. 6. 
?Jacques Maritain, An Essay on Christian Philosophy 
(New Yor.k:· Philosophical Library, 1955), P• 58. 
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Bible as being the principal source of all theology. His 
apologetics is conditioned by his commitment to the Bible 
as the Infallible Word of God. More will be said about 
this under another heading. 
D. God and Phenomenal Reality 
Van Til is a pre~estinarian after the general pattern 
of Reformed Calvi~~sm. For better or worse this implicates 
him in a view of man and things which is necessarily 
deterministic. God is absolute sovereign of the universe. 
God is behind every movement of history an:'~- involved in 
every relationship of finite personalities • Also the 
relation to other finite but impersonal things demands 
for its meaning the support of an absolute Divine personality. 
In other words, God is the ultimate environment and "this 
ultimate environment controls the whole of mants immediate 
environment as well as man himself. n8 Man's environment 
is not impersonal. Everything which exists in phenomenal 
realit¥ does so by virtue of the plan and superintendence 
of Gode God "controls" mant s enviro:runent as well as man 
himself. This control is absolute in Van Ti+ts theology 
to the point of excluding him freedom. This will be 
given further comment later in the paper. The existence 
8van Til, The Defense of the Faith, P• 59· 
7 
of God gives understanding to the modalities of te~poral 
experience, meaning by this that the Divine Being provides 
the power and purpose which stands under phenomenal reality 
as its lasting support and sponsor. 
Van Til goes on to assert that man knows himself in 
relation to his environment. This assertion is not based 
only on a datum of empirical observation, but also on 
Christian theism. He says: 
It is implied in the very bedrock of Christian 
theism. This may be seen by again referring to 
our idea of God and of God's relation to the 
created universe. Man exists.by virtue of God's 
existence. Man's environment precedes man. God 
is man's ultimate environment and this environment 
is compl~tely interpretive of man who is to know 
himself.~ 
Man's knowledge of himself and objective reality must not 
be construed as original. Man "discovers" the meaning and 
truth about himself and nature which has already been given 
by God. Van Til asserts that: 
Even in our psychological experience we kno'\'r 
ourselves and the universe about us before we speak 
self-consciously of God; we have all the while 
known God if we have truly known anything else.lO 
In other words, to know anything at ~11 is to kno~r God 
whether God is acknowledged in the knowing process or not. 
Van Til maintains a view of· reality corresponding to 
9Ibid. 
10Ibid. 
-
8 
that which was expressed by St. Paul in his philosophical 
defense of Christian theism to the Athenians ·en Mars·Eill~il 
The Athenians who worshipped many Gods, even an "unknown 
God 11 , were amazed to hear Paul's statements conce:raning the 
nature and power of God. For example, Paul claimed that 
God made the world and all things therein. Also, the 
absolute self-sufficiency and independence of God is 
substantiated in Paul's remark, "·· .. as though he needed 
anything seeing he giveth to all life, breath, and all 
things." For Paul, God is considered the efficient cause 
of all human existence. This common cause gives unity to 
mankind. Furthermore, God has determined the nature and 
limitation of all things. God .is not far from any of us, 
. -
"For in Him we 11 ve, move and have our being; 11 says Paul • 
. \ 
Van Til says basically the same thing in the _claim 
' 
that God is near to us in our personal an~ sub-personal 
.. 
environment. More will be wriite~ under the next section 
regarding the nature o~· God but enough has been already 
. . 
stated to point up Van Til's main contention that God is 
the ultimate environment and background in terms of which 
all phenomenal reality must be evaluated. 
E. Metaphysical Beliefs 
Metaphysics is the quest for and formulation of Being 
' 
il~cts l7:28ff. King James Version. 
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qua Being. Metaphysics asks the questions: "What is the 
nature of that Being upon which everything else depends 
for its existence? What is the nature of that w~thout 
which nothing else could exist?" For V:an Til the answer 
is, God. God is the metaphysical Being which, as previously 
suggested, gives meaning and reality to all other being 
and being known. "God", says Van Til, "is the absolute, 
self-conscious Being who is the source of all finite being 
and knowledge."12 Bernard Ramm says: 
Van Til states frequently in all his writing that 
the Christian ~ priori, the Christian fundamentum, 
the Christian presupposition, is the existence of 
God. However, he never states this proposition 
barely. Piecing together a number of his assertions 
we reach a composite as follows: The Christian 
theist asserts the existence of the Biblical God 
who exists as the ontological trinity and is 
self-existent, self-determinative, self-sufficient, 
self-conscious, necessary, sovereign and absolutely 
free.l3 
Van Til's metaphysical first principle is further 
described as a Trinity. This view of God is best understood 
in terms of two major concepts, the ontological trinity and 
the economical trinity. The ontological trinity treats 
the subject of God's eternal essence in and of itself 
without regard to God's ~elationship to the created order 
12van Til, Introduction to Systematic Theologl, Pe 8 •. 
13Bernard Ramm, Ty;es of Apolosetic Systems (Wheaton: 
Van Kampen Press, 1953 , p. 186. 
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o~ man and things. The economical trinity emphasizes 
God's redemptive relationship to the world. This 
distinction is brought out in Van Til's discussion 
of the doctrine of Christ. He says: 
Christ dame to bring man back to God. To do this 
he had to be and was truly God. For this reason 
the church has emphasized the ~act that Christ 
was 'Very God of Very God.' Here it appears how 
important it is that we first think of the 
ontological trinity be~ore we think of the 
economical trinity. It was the second person 
of the ontological trinity, who was, in respect 
of his essence, fully equal with the Father, who 
therefore existed from all eternity with the 
Father, who in the incarnation assumed a human 
nature.l4 
When Van Til discusses Christ as in essence equal with 
the Father and as existing from all. eternity with the 
Father, he does so under t~e heading of the ontological 
trinity. When Christ is yiewed as incarnate for the 
purpose of redeeming mankind then the economical trinity 
is under consideration. 
Perhaps a brief survey of the meaning of these two 
concepts, the ontological and economical trinity, will 
be helpful. 
1. The Ontological Trinity 
The nature of God is eternally existent in a tri-partite 
14van Til, The Defense of the Faith, P• 32. 
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interrelationship. In his own words the idea is stated this 
way: 
The ~act that God exists as concrete sel~-su~~icient 
being appears clearly in the doctrine of the Trinity. 
Here the God who is numerically and not merely 
specifically one when compared with any other form 
of being, now appears to have within himsel~ a 
distinction of specific and numerical existence. 
We speak of the essence of God in contrast to the 
three persons of the Godhead. We speak of God as 
a person; yet we also speak o~ three persons in 
the Godhead. Unity and plurality are equally 
ultimate in the Godhead. The persons o~ the 
Godhead are mutually exhaustive of one another, and 
therefore of the essence o~ the Godhead. God is a 
one-conscious being, and yet he is also a tri-conscious 
being.l5 
The-standard which the Westminster Confession upholds in 
regard to the doctrine o~ the Trinity is clearly seen to 
be the basis !ror Van Til's appraisal. It says, *'In the 
unity of the Godhead, there be three persons o~ one 
substance, power and eternity; God the Father, God the Son, 
and God the Holy Ghost. nl6 
The other source of help which Van Til calls upon, 
besides the Westminster Con~ession and John Calvin, is the 
y 
wr~tings of Herman Bavinck. Van Til quotes Bavinck as 
saying, "The Trinity is the heart of Chi:>istianity."l7 
15van Til, Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. 225. 
l6cornelius Burges, The Confession of Faith of the 
Assembly of Divines at Westminster (London: Presbyterian 
Church~f England, 1946), ~I, 6. 
17van Til, The Defense of the Faith, p. 28. 
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Bavinck coined the term ontological Trinity and it has 
been adopted by Van Til. Van Til says, again referring 
to Bavinck: 
The essence of Christianity, the absolute self-
revelation of God in the person of Christ, and 
the absolute self-communication of God in the 
Holy Spirit, could only be maintained, if they 
have their foundation and principle in the ontologi-
cal Trinity.l8 
For Bavinck and Van Til the ontological dimension to the 
divine essence means that there is no correlativity 
between the Divine Being and the universe. That is, 
the Godhead exists in and of itself; there is absolute 
self-sufficiency in the notion of the Godhead as triune. 
The Godhead does not exist as part of or because of any 
aspect of the universe. 
The concept of the ontological Trinity is descriptive 
of God's essence prior to his relation to the c~eated 
universe. It emphasizes the internal relations of the 
three persons of the Godhead to one another. Van Til 
says, "with respect to the ontological trinity I try to 
follow Calvin in stressing that there is no subordination 
of essence as between the three persons.nl9 God essentially 
or ontologically is a Trinity; that is, the three persons 
form the essence of the one God. At the same time the 
entire divine essence exists complete in each person. 
18van Til, Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. 228. 
19van Til, The Defense of the Faith, p. 240. 
13 
~·~ !5....ft ,. 
So much for Van Til's concept of the ontological trinity 
Two things are clear: equal unity and plurality exist with-
in the Divine Being and God is absolute self-sufficiency. 
2. The Economical Trinity 
The term "ontological" refers to God's Nature in and 
of itself. How does Van Til describe God's connection to 
the world? The relationship which the triune God has to 
the universe as its creator, sustainer, and sovereign is 
disclosed within the context of this descriptive term 
"economical "• Van Til means by this: 
The distinction of persons within the Godhead in 
so far as this distinction has bearing on the works 
of God with respect to the created universe. The 
Father fs centrally active in the creation and 
sustaining of the universe. The Son is centrally 
active in the objective work of salvation. The 
Spirit is centrally active in the subjective work 
of salvation. In all this the Triune God is 
active with respect to the universe.20 
Van Til intends to convey to us by these two distinctions 
the fact that God is, in himself, all sufficient, infinite, 
eternal, and unchangeable. GOd and the universe are not 
correlative whereas the persons of the Triunity are ex-
haustively correlative to one another. The Tri-unity as 
creator, sustainer, and redeemer of the world must relate 
to something outside of itself. This added relationship 
and expression of Divine Love and Grace to man and things 
2°van Til, Introduction to Slstematic Theolo~, p. 8. 
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is subsumed under the heading of "economical. Trinity". 
3. The Trinity as The Eternal One and Manl 
The problem of the one and the many has perplexed the 
minds of men down through the ages. The dilemma is usually 
resolved, as in the classical Greek philosophy, by empha-
sizing unity or plurality. 
Heraclei tus, for example, emphasized "flux" or "change", 
that is, the principle of' the ~any as basic to reality. 
He did not completely neglect the idea of unity since he 
insisted that the flux was according to "law". Parmenides, 
however, chose "beingtt or "permanency" as the basic 
principle underlying all reality; the concept o.f the 11 0ne 11 • 
This metaphysical quandary is resolved in the system of 
Van Til by introducing the Biblical estimate of the ontologi-
cal Tri-unity. Plurality and unity are suggested in the 
root meaning of the term Trinity, "Tri" signifying plurality 
and "unity" signifying single~ess. Van Til's concept of 
the Trinity is the resolution to the problem of the one and 
the many. How is this accomplished? He considers the 
eternal unity and plurality which is the essence of the 
character and nature of the Trinity to be the ground or 
presupposition for all temporal unity and plurality. The 
continuity and discontinuity inherent in the very notion of 
the Trinity itself is therefore the sine qua ~ for every 
15 
expression of continuity and discontinuity among all 
temporal modalities. 
Just as it would be heresy to teach the subordination 
of any person in the Trinity to one or both of the others 
(as did the early Gnostics), likewise it is a form of 
irrationalism to teach the subordination of all temporal 
modalities to either unity or plurality. Van Til suggests 
that because this fact of both continuity and discontinuity 
is within the essence of the Creator and does not involve 
irrationalism or confusion, so in the creation itself 
these two seemingly inconsistent and antithetical principles 
are legitimate expressions of the order of the universe 
as it stands created by the Triune God. They are mutually 
exclusive but also mutually inclusive of each other since 
both are dependent upon God for their meaning. 
Van Til takes seriously the claim of equal ultimacy of 
unity and plurality in the Nature of God as triune. He 
does not emphaisze God's unity to the neglect of his 
diversity or visa versa: Likewise, in nature there is no 
choosing between unity or plurality as one being more 
ultimate than the other. He says: 
All aspects being equally created, no one aspect 
of reality may be regarded as more ultimate than 
another. Thus the created one and many may in 
this respect be said to be equal to one another; 
they are equally derived and equally dependent 
upon God who sustains them both.21 
21van Til, The Defense of the Faith, p. 44. 
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Rushdoony, who has written a recent analysis of the philosophy 
of Van Til, says on this point: 
The persons of the Trinity are representationally 
exhaustive of one another and represent the solution, 
on the eternal level, of the One and Many principle. 
Because the persons of Trinity have equal ultimacy, 
the principles of unity and diversity have an equal 
ultimacy.22 
Rushdoony correctly reflects Van Til's estimate of 
the Trinity by emphasizing its exclusiveness as the eternal 
category where the ultimacy of unity and diversity is 
inherent. Van Til himself says: 
In God's Being there are no particulars not 
related to the Universal and there is nothing 
universal that is not fully expressed in the 
particulars.23 
The Triune God, the concrete Universal, the Absolute Person 
are descriptive of the eternal Being which gives ultimate 
meaning and also temporal significance to the unity and 
plurality of phenomenal experience. The Eternal is not 
correlative with the temporal. God is the personal creator 
24 
of the temporal universe. 
The above discussion underscores several things: (1) 
Man exists by virtue of God's existence. God is man's 
22Rousas Rushdoony, By What Standard? (Philadelphia: 
Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co., 1959), p. 42. 
23van Til, The Defense of the Faith, p. 43. 
24Ibid., p. 45. 
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ultimate environme~t in terms of which all phenomenal 
reality must be evaluated. (2) Van Til believes in a 
Triune God. The trinity is described as "ontological 11 
which refers to the eternal essence of ~od in and of 
itself. independent of creation and "economical" which 
refers to the nature and activity of God in relation to 
creation and redemption. (3) The trinity represents the 
solution on the eternal level of the problem of the 
temporal one and many. Since unity and plurality are 
equally ultimate in the trinity Van Til believes that 
temporal unity and plurality are likewise equally ultimate 
and dependent on God who sustains them both. 
Van Til believes that God is not only ultimate 
Eeing but also ultimate interpreter of all other being 
and being known. No fact has meaning apart from the 
existence of God. To see how this is true it will be 
necessary to turn now to an analysis of Van Til's theory 
of knowledge. 
F. Theory of Knowledge 
A brief estimate. of Van Til's epistemological position 
seems now to be in order. In his system metaphysics is 
determinative of epistemology. That is, the possibility 
of truth is dependent upon the actuality of God's exfstence. 
Van Til remarks, "Even so we shall have to make it plain 
18 
that our theory of knowledge is what it is because our 
theory of being is what it is. u25 How does Van Til's 
metaphysics condition his epistemological position? 
Van Til asserts that whatever comes to pass does so 
because of the plan and providence of God. This fact must 
be coupled with the attribute of divine omniscience, which 
implies that God knows all things and has interpreted all 
v things. God:, besides being creaton, is also the absolute 
interpreter of reality. He says: 
Scripture teaches that every fact in the universe 
exists and operates by virtue of the plan of God. 
There are no brute facts for God. As to his own 
being, fact and interpretation are co-extensive. 
There are no hidden or unexplored possibilities 
in God and as to the universe, God's interpre-
tation logically precedes the denotation and 26 connotation of all facts of which it consists. 
This is the theistic approach to epistemology which 
V.an Til espouses. It is the opposite to any theory of 
knowledge which makes man'the ultimate starting point in 
the quest for truth or that looks upon facts themselves as 
having any independent ultimacy of their own. 
Van Til does admit that man may be considered as 
immediate starting-point, meaning by this that knowledge 
begins with the data of experience which impinges on us. 
25rbid., p. 49. 
26cornelius Van Til, Christian Theistic Evidences 
(Syllabus), p. 53· 
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Yet, granting man as immediate starting-point, Van Til is 
quick to add that what gives significance to the data of 
our experience is the ultimate starting-point which is God. 
There mv.st be.no confusion between human empirical ~actuality 
as dependent upon ultimate factuality due to the creative 
plan of God. There is no knowledge granted man on the 
level of immediate starting point which is independent of 
God the ultimate reference point. One cannot take for 
v granted the autonomy, independence, and ultimacy of the 
human reason nor the absolute character of facts. Van Til 
is fighting Kantian idealism which posits the ~ priori 
categories of the understanding in terms of which all reality 
~ 
must be analyzed. For Kant the rationes aeternae were 
autonomous, independent and ultimate laws which alone 
could structure the "sense-manifold "• He does not believe 
that Christian! ty is a religion l'lhich can operate within 
the limits of reason alone. Van Til says in commenting on 
the natural theology of Kant: 
Kant knew well enough what sort of Christianity is 
involved in the natural theology of his C~itique of 
Pure Reason. Iiis own statement of it is unmistakable 
and frank. To him the only Christianity that 
accords with the principles of his thought is a 
Christianity that is reduced from its historic 
uniqueness to a universal religion of reason. And 
modernist theologians working with his principles 
today make similar reductions of historic idea of 
Kant's Copernican revolution was that the autono-
mous mind itself must assume the responsibility 
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for making all factual differentiation and logical 
validation.27 
Van Til will not allow the mind o~ man to assume the 
ultimate responsibility for making logical validation. 
This is to identify the mind of God with the mind of man. 
Van Til seems to say that the mind of.God is absolute and 
as such is above the reason of finite minds.' Van Til says 
in effect that God must be the ultimate reference point 
which preserves and guarantees all laws of t~ought. Their 
abiding quality is inherent in the fact that man is made 
in the image of God. Our rationality as immediate starting-
point must be carried beyond man to the rationality of 
God as ultimate reference point. 
Rushdoony makes the comments in this regard: 
All facts owe not only their existence but their 
denotation and connotation to God, an~ ~very fact 
exists and must be known, if it is to8be truly known, as a Christian theistic fact.2 
This reference strikes at the heart of Van Til's estimate 
of epistemology. It is obvious,for Van Til that all facts, 
because they owe their derivative character through 
creation to God, must relate to Him for their comp2ete 
interpretation. 
In other words all reality has been exhaustively 
27van Til et al., The Infallible Word, p. 290. 
28Rushdoony, By What Standard?, p .• 53. 
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. \ 
interpreted by God. The~e is no unknown for G·od to 
gapple with. Man seeks to interpret in light of the 
interpretation of ~od as given in the Scripture. For 
example, the Scripture suggests that love is man's source 
of reconciliation to God and his fellowmen. If one 
neglects to enter into the divine-human dialogue and 
emphasizes the horizontal human relation of love, then 
there is on ~an Til's premise no complete knowledge of the 
meaning and import of love. God reveals himself as love, 
God personifies love in Christ, man follows the Divine 
pattern and is content to add nothing to it. Man does 
not interpret love apart from the Divine ex~mplar. 
To think God's thoughts after him is to be re-
interpretive respecting the data of experience and is 
classified as "analogical" thinking by Van Til. rt 
implies that man considers himself and his environment as 
derivative. For philosophy or science to be meaningful 
there must be the activity of re-thinking and re-
interpretation of reality which presupposes that man's 
knowledge of facts is derivative and dependent on God's 
knowledge as ultimate and comprehensive. 
We can call Van Til's approach "analogical epistemology" 
sinc-e the statement, '1man is created an analogue of Godu29 
is a major tenet in his system. This means that there are 
29cornelius Van Til·, Christian Theistic Ethics 
(Syllabus), p. 30. 
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no un-interpreted or brute facts. Consequently only 
propositions which are God-interpreted and have God-
given meaning are sure2y factual. He says: 
If God is really self-contained and if he really 
causally created this world and if he really 
controls it by his providence then the revelation 
of himself and about this world must be that of 
fully interpreted fact. All facts in the whole 
of created reality are then God-interpreted.30 
Factual knowledge presupposes a comprehensive grasp of all 
truth by God, as Van Til rema.rks, 11there must be compre-
hensive knowledge somewhere 1~ there is to be any t~ue 
knowledge anywhere.tt31 Van Til believes that true 
knowledge cannot ~ initiated with time and place. The 
only way he has of securing this is by presupposing the 
absolute comprehension of God. True knowledge is then 
possible QY God's knowing activity. 
God bas a plan and purpose for all creation. This plan 
is all inclusive so that nothing has meaning, as well as 
being, outside of God's eternal purpose. Thus the meaning 
and interpretation of space-time relationships cannot be 
' 
evaluated separately and independently of God. The Biblical 
revelation makes general, not technical or scientific, 
30cornelius Van Til, "Introduction" The Ins;eiration 
and Authoriti of The Bible, by F. B~ Warfield (Philadelphia: 
P~esbyterian and Reformed Co., 1948), p. 30. 
31va~ Til, Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. 32. 
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pronouncements regarding creation and its meaning. The 
categories of Biblical truth, such as creation and providence, 
suggest the broad framework in which man's mind is to 
operate. As Van Til says, 11The knowledge of anything is 
by way of understanding the connection that it has with 
the plan of God. 1132 In other words, science, archaeology, 
philosophy, and all disciplines which seek after facts and 
their meaning must operate within the pale of special 
Biblical revelation. These areas of research are cor-
roborative of what is laid down in Scripture. Man gains 
understanding by a dependence upon the higher understanding 
of GOd as laid down in Scripture. 
Does Van Til hereby minimize reason or research? 
He thinks not. He remarks : 
For on this basis the mind of man is itself in all 
of its activities dependent upon and functional 
within revelation. So also it is with the material 
which confronts it anywhere. All facts are 
through and through revelational of the same God 
that has made the mind of man. If then appeal is 
made from the Bible to the facts of history or of 
nature outside the Bible recorded in some docu-
ments actually independent of the Bible, it must 
be remembered that these facts themselves can be 
seen for what they are only if they be regarded 
in the light of the Bible. This is not to dis-
parage the light of reason. It is only to indicate 
its total dependence upon God. Nor is it to 
disparage the usefulness of arguments for the 
corroboration of the Scripture that come from 
archaeology. It is only to say that such 
corroboration has no independent power. It is 
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not a testimony which has its source anywhere but 
in God himself. Here the facts and the principle 
of their interpretation are again seen to be 
involved in one another.33 
Van Til would applaud new break-throughs in medicine, 
technology, archaeology and the like. They are genuine 
advances in our knowledge of reality. However, these 
advances are in no way inconsistent with what is intimated 
or implied in the Scripture. The Scripture does not make 
reality, in all o~ the ramifications, immediately under-
standable to man. Indeed, Van Til asks, what is capable 
of explaining all of reality comprehensively? Nothing 
can, and he intimates that Scripture was not intended to 
make reality exhaustively intelligible. The Scripture 
does not contain God's absolute and definitive interpre-
tation of all f~cts. HOwever, some knowledge of reality 
is possible. And it is with this in mind Van Til suggests 
that if any knowledge is to be secured it must be within 
the realm of the Biblical dictum that all reality is 
rationally controlled and principally interpreted by God. 
Such a notion need not stifle spontaneous research or 
rational investigation. The fact that there is absolute 
comprehension and interpretation on the Divine level should 
not hinder man•s quest for knowledge any more than on the 
human level where high degrees of comprehension is not a 
33 Ibid., p. 37• 
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deterrent for those who are aiming at more complete 
knowledge. Van Til therefore concurs with Lever's 
statement: 
The Bible of~ers no technological theories or 
hypotheses and especially no exact technical 
sc1entif1c data. Scripture does not give us data 
we can find for ourselves but it is a revelation 
of realities that lie outside of our ability to 
discover.34 
Although no specific biological data or hypothesis 
if favored, yet the Bible does limit biology in that its 
teaching of Divine creation and control preclude the 
possibility of natural evolution. Theistic evolution is 
within the realm of possibility since God is believed to 
be the directing and controling agent. The scientist, as 
a theist, must conceive of reality as created because of 
the prior commitment to the Biblical world and life view 
and the pattern it necessarily suggests. This commitment 
does not stifle or hamper any i~vestigations, but acts 
as a framework or context in which such activities may be 
carried forth. The point is that Van Til and Lever both 
agree one cannot hold in abeyance· his religious beliefs 
until confirmed by science. Also a theist cannot look at 
science disinterestedly. He will always be prejudiced in 
favor of Divine creation and control. One cannot bifurcate 
34Jan Lever, Creation and Evolution, trans. Peter ~. 
Berkho~et (Grand Rapids: International Publications, 1958), 
p. 24. 
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his theistic beliefs from his scientific persuasions. 
Van Til is not objecting to science but to the naturalistic 
presuppositions which seem to ipso facto ignore the 
actuality of God's existence. 
In another recent work, on the relationship between 
the Scripture and science, a similar view to that of 
Van Til's is suggested: 
Biblical cosmology is in the language of antiquity 
and not of modern science, nor is it filled with 
anticipations which the future miscroscope and 
telescope will reveal. We do not agree with 
over-zealous Fundamentalists who try to find 
Einsteinism and modern astro-physical concepts 
buried in Hebrew words and expressions. We 
also disagree with the religious liberals who 
object to Biblical cosmology because it is not 
scientific. We object to the Fundamentalists 
because it was not the intention of inspiration 
to anticipate modern science, and we object to 
the modernist because he sees too much in what 
is to us a truism. We concur with Calvin who 
taught that Genesis I is a record of the creation 
of the world in the language of the common man 
and from the viewpoint of the common sensee35 
In other words, Ramm and Van Til, following a common path 
leading from Calvin, assert that the Bible is not to be 
regarded as a heavenly textus receptus on geology, 
astronomy or any other discipline which deals with 
phenomenal reality. The Bible offers certain general 
concepts which are the differentiae of a truly consistent 
Christian Theistic appraisal of reality. The scientist 
35Bernard Ramm, The Christian View of Science and 
Scri)ture (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co.,. 
1955 , P• 96. 
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is left to round out the myriad details and subtleties from 
these general principles of Scripture. Outstanding in 
the minds of both men is the belief that God is the 
world ground of nature by fiat (Van Til) or progressive 
(Ramm) creation and that God is the ultimate source of all 
being and all being known, that is, the interpretation of 
fact.36 
By way of summ~ry, we can say several things. First, 
Van Til holds to an all-inclusive comprehension and 
interpretation of reality by the Divine Mind. There are 
no "brute" facts for God. This being the case, there are 
"no" brute facts in existence since. nothing exists outside 
the extension of the omniscience and omnipresence of God. 
Consequently, men must think analogically, that is, embrace 
a theory of knowledge which is epistemologically derivative 
of the Divine knowledge. He says: 
Christian theism says there are two levels of 
interpreters, God who interprets absolutely and 
man who must be the re-interpreter of God's 
interpretation.- Christian theism says that human 
thought is therefore analogical of God •·a thought.37 
Such is Van Til's definition of analogical reasoning. 
Under the next heading we shall see that it is only the 
36see concerning the relation of Ramm, The Christian 
View of Science and Scripture, p. 65-122 and E. L. Mascall, 
Christian Theology and Natural Science (New York: Ronald 
Press, 1956) • 
37van Til, The Def~nse of the Faith, p. 100. 
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regenerate man whose reason is completely reflective of the 
Divine wisdom and knowledge. The unregenerate man does 
not make an effort to know God's interpretation. He 
takes his interpretation to be absolute. Conversion is a 
necessary prerequisite for analogical reasoning. 
Second, the Divine plan and purpose of reality is 
revealed in Scripture. The Divine interpretations of 
reality in Scripture are the general boundaries of human 
thought; for example, man is created in the image of God. 
These boundaries are not exact as to be completely defini-
tive regarding man's biological and psychological consti-
tution~ The ~indings of psychology can be relevant and 
appropriate to the further understanding of what it means 
for man to have been created in the Divine image. The 
Bible sets up a gene~al outline for metaphysical and 
epistemological orientation, allowing man the priviledge 
of filling in the details through reason and research. 
Third, a theist must allow his religious commitments 
to guide him in whatever area of vocation he finds himsel~. 
The scientist is first a theist and then a scientist. For 
Van Til maintains that a true scientific procedure is 
impossible unless we hold to the presupposition of God. 
Every scientific method or investigation which refuses to 
acknowledge God will arrive at only a partial conclusion. 
God is the basic presupposition which makes all human 
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discourse and discipline ntrue 11 • Thus a theist regardless 
of vocation, cannot espouse a split-level methodology and 
epistemology but must ultimately relate to the plan and 
interpretation of God as revealed in Scripture. 
What is the common ground shared by the theistic and 
non-theistic scientist. Is there some area of middle 
ground and agreement between the believer and non-believer 
where 11fact 11 is evaluated in a purely scientific framework? 
This will introduce us to our last consideration of 
Van Til's philosophical theology, namely an exposition of 
his view of man. 
G~ View of Man 
The present discussion centers about the nature of 
human reason and the distinction Van Til makes between the 
reason of a theist and non-theist~ Will it function the 
same way in the life of a believer as in that·of a non-
believer? 
1. Regenerate and Unregenerate Reason 
Van Til disagrees with the estimate of reason held by 
theologian Charles Hodge. In discussing Hodge's view he 
says: 
Accordingly he also speaks about 'reason1 as 
something that seems to operate rightly wherever 
it is found. But· the 'reason' of sinful men will 
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invariably act wrongly.38 
How does the reason of sinful man act wrongly? The non-
theist will use ~s reason as a non-theist can only use 
it, namely, to declare his own ultimacy over against the 
ultimacy of God, and to make himself the only point of 
reference and the law of contradiction the ultimate 
principle and criterion for truth on the level of things 
human and Divine. 
What is Van Til arguing for and against? Basically 
he is maintaining one thing, that reason is used differently 
by the theist and non~theist. The difference enters at 
the level of direction one gives to his power of reason 
and the basic presuppositions upon which reason builds. 
For instance, the reason of the non-theist which is not 
committed to a belief in his ovrn creation in the image of 
God cannot judge impartially the credibility of the 
evidence for man's imago ~as affirmed in Scripture. 
The reason of the non-theist is prejudiced in favor of 
autonomy whereas the reason of the theist is subject to 
the authority of God's revelation. 
To point this up, Van Til uses the illustration of a 
saw which as a tool is dependent upon the operator for its 
correct usage and movement. He says1 
38 . 
Van Til, The Defense of the Faith, p. 100. 
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So also reason, or intellect, is always the 
instrument of a person. And the person employing 
it is always a believer or an unbeliever. If he 
is a believer, his reason has already been changed 
in its set, as HOdge told us, be regeneration. It 
cannot then be the judge; it is now a part of the 
regenerated person, gladly subject to the authority 
of ~od.39 
Van Til would thus maintain that the regenerate person has 
a reason which has been set in its methodology and 
epistemology by the directions laid down for it by the 
Scripture. The conclusions which the reason of the 
believer arrives at are consistent with the pattern of 
authority in the Scripture. In order for reason to reach 
the right conclusion it must be changed or converted to 
Christian-theism. Who and what decides as to whether or 
not a man is regenerate? We will see that it is the 
ministry of God the HOly Spirit in mind and heart of man 
which brin~s about the transformation of regeneration from 
non-theist to theist. 
Van Til does not make faith and reason discreet ar.eas 
so that the former is relegated to the duties· of prayer and 
supernatural studies while the latter is bound to the area 
empirico-historical studies. Once again all faets are 
revelational of God and his interpretation must be secured 
if any truth or value-judgments are to be forthcoming. Thus 
there is no compartmentalizing of the secular and the 
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religious, the empirical and the spiritual, the natural 
and the supernatural. Faith and reason are not two 
separate media which converge in Goa but reason must be 
enlightened by ·faith •. 
The unregenerate reason is 11disturbed 11 as a result of 
sin; "accordingly every one of fallen man's functions 
operated wrongly. The set of the whole human personality 
has changed. n40 Again. the illustration of the buzz saw 
shows us that although it is "sharp", that is, the reason 
of unregenerated man is keen enough, it will not cut into 
reality correctly because the saw has been tempered with 
and set at the wrong angle. The wrong slant on things is 
due to the fact of the fall and sin in the life of every 
man. Thus the natural man cannot receive the things of 
the Spirit of God for they are foolishness unto him. 
Van Til describes the unregenerate man as "dead in 
trespasses and sinsu so that he can do no good thing. Every 
time a proposition regarding the truth of God's plan and 
purpose for reality· is presented to the unregenerate 
reason he will not and cannot receive it correctly because 
of the wrong slant of his reason due to sin. ~his raises 
the issue as to the ability o~ the natural man to reason 
correctly regarding the laws of logic and induction. 
40 Ibid., P• 91. 
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Van Til would agree that the theist and non-theist 
could follow a logical syllogism or carry through an 
algebraic equation. However, these disciplines do not 
isolate themselves from a point of view. This makes the 
.difference since: 
the na"'Gural man will invariably employ the- tool of 
his ~eason to reduce these contents to a naturalistic 
level. He must do so even in the interest of the 
principle of contradiction. For his own ultimacy 
is the most basic presupposition of his entire 
philosophy. It is upon the presupposition as its 
fulcrum that he uses the law of contradict1on.41 
Hence the "natural man11 ·wants to be creatively constructive 
instead of receptively reconstructive. That is, the 
unregenerate reason wishes to be the ultimate standard of 
truth, autonomous, and the ideal of comprehensive knowledge. 
Van Til says: 
The non-regenerate man takes for granted that the 
meaning of the space-time is immanent in itself, 
and that man is the ultimate interpreter of ~~is 
world, instead of its humble re-interpreter. 
The natural man worships the creature rather than the 
creato~. He holds the truth of God in unrighteousness 
because the scales from his eyes have not peen removed. 
Row are these scales removed so that the blindness of the 
unregenerate is put away? In w·hat manner does the light of 
41 Ibid., p. 100. 
42cornelius Van Til, Christian Apologetics (Syllabus),. 
P• 26. 
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Gbd's truth break in upon his heart and mind? 
Van Til asserts that the unregenerate man is unable 
to set himself straight, that is, incapable of saving 
hi~self from his blind and lost condition. lie says, 
11 
••• Hodge, following the lead of Calvin, stresses the f'act 
that the whole set of sinful man needs to be renewed by 
the power of the Holy Spirit. n43 Regeneration is renewal. 
It is the new birth ergerience which allows the unregenerate 
man to find a spiritual change of heart and mind. Only 
thus will man acknowledg~ GOd as the ultimate fact in terms 
of which every other fact must be evaluated. 
Regeneration by the Holy Spirit is unto knowledge and 
not merely a renewal in knowledge or by knowledge. The 
transforming grace of ~od secures for man a new nature and 
coupled with this a new reason. Van Til remarks: 
The HOly Spirit's regenerating power enables man to 
put all things in true perspective. Man the sinner, 
as ~~lvin puts it, through the testimony of the 
ffoly Spirit receives a new power of sight by which 
he Qan appreciate the new light that has been given 
in Scripture. The new light and new power imply 
one another. The one is fruitless for salvation 
without the other. It is by grace then, by the 
gift of the Holy Spirit alone, that sinners are 
able to observe the fact that all nature, includ-
ing their own negative attitude toward God.is 
revelational of God, the God of Scripture.44 
Basically, the regenerate reason is a renewed reason 
43van Til, The Defense of the Faith, p. 92. 
44 Van Til, The Infallible Word, P• 273. 
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a~ter the power of the Spirit of God unto knowledge. By 
renewed Van Til means that reason accepts the authority o~ 
Scripture. This reason now foll0\'1s a pattern of belief 
which accepts the fact of God's authority, ultimacy and 
sovereignty and man's analogical and derivative character. 
The unregenerate reason remains in a pattern of belief 
which makes his reason and being ultimate and absolute. 
This is the sin o~ being blind to the fact of one's 
creature relationship to God. Sin entered the heart of 
Adam when he desired to be like God. This Van Til contends 
is the continuing theme of sinfUl man and the unregen~rate 
reason. More on this matter will be said infra as we 
look at the topics of natural and special revelation. 
However, before approaching the next topic several questions 
must be answered: Who decides which men are regenerate 
and which are not? It is assumed that the slant of reason 
in the unregenerate man is set at a wrong angle~ Why? 
Also how does one go about changing the angle of his reason? 
Van Til answers these questions by introducing the Holy 
Sp2rit. It is the regenerating power of the ffoly Spirit 
that changes the slant of one's reason. The HOly Spirit 
ultimately decides who is regenerate and who is not. We 
know by one' ~riterion only; is the Scripture accepted as 
the new light by which reason now judges? Right reason 
will therefore accept the conclusions of Scripture as the 
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final court of appeal. Wrong reason, because it is slanted 
away from Scripture, will consider itself as ultimate 
reference-point. 
Furthermore, it is not man's act of will-agency which 
changes reason from the wrong slant to the right one, 
rather it is by grace, meaning that the sinner has no 
active part in correcting his reason. God chooses those 
who are to be so favored with right reason. Man the sinner 
is helpless to help himself. The saw he uses to reason 
will only cut against the grain of God's truth in Scripture. 
For a clear statement by Van Til to this effect 
consider the following where he comments on Karl Barth's 
belief on election: 
Setting of generic Calvinism against this 
"dhristomonism" of Barth, based as it is on 
existentialism, I stress that God exists as self-
contained. God's decree controls whatsoever comes 
to pass. Then reprobation is surely equal with 
election; it is t~e negative aspect of election. 
If reprobation is not equal with election, then 
election itself depends a prior deed on the 
part of man.45 , 
Here is Van Til's generic Calvinism coming forward into 
clear sight. The sinner, the reprobate continues to use 
his reason wrongly because he is not chosen of God to have 
his reason corrected. Who ultimately decides which will 
have right reason, man or ~ad? Van Til's answer, following 
45van Til, The Defense of the Faith, p. 416. 
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Calvin is that God decides.' 
Does this mean that there is no compatibility between 
the experi~nce and reason of the two classes of men? Is 
there not some point of contact or common ground between 
the theist and non-theist? Can something be shared 
together as a common base of operation from which to 
present their facts? Van Til says, 11Yes." Every man 
possesses a feeling of God's nearness and presence. This 
concept may be developed briefly under the following 
heading. 
~e Sensus Divinitatus 
Van Til believes that there is one area common to all 
men. This is his sense of deity. He means by sense of 
deity that no man can escapte the feeling that God exists. 
The presence of the Divine is felt in the heart of every 
man. Man senses in himself a propensity toward GOd. 
St. Paul46offers the basis for Van Til's construction in 
this evaluation of man's sense of God's presence. It is a 
negative analysis in that Paul maintains that while the 
unregenerate man knows God he refuses to acknowledge Him as 
absolute sovereign. Van Til makes this comment: 
The Apostle Paul speaks of the natural man as 
46aomans 1:19-21. King James Version. 
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actu~lly possessing the knowledge of God. The 
greatness of his sin lies precisely in the fact 
that when they knew God they glorified him not 
as God. No man can escape knowing God. It is 
indelibly 1.~nvolved in his awareness of anything 
whatever.E.f'7 
The unregenerate man consistently attempts to "suppress" 
this awareness. The unregenerate man is not successful 
at entirely removing all the traces of .~od's nearness from 
his consciousness. However, we have seen the common 
ground between the regenerate and unregenerate is thus 
taken by Van Til to be their awareness of God's presence. 
lie says: 
The point of contact for the Gospel, then, must 
be sought within the natural man. Deep down in 
his mind every man knows that ~ is the creature 
of God and responsible to God. 
The regenerate man must challenge the non-theist with this 
conviction. The defense of the faith begins with an 
acknowledgment of every man's sense of responsibility and 
dependence upon God and from this point broaden the issue 
to include the theistic Christian estimate of God and 
religious experience. The unregenerate mind and heart will 
take a position which pivots about the notions of human 
autonomy and ultimacy. He will all the while believe that 
there is nothing wrong with his reason or emotion. Yet 
underneath all this the theist, according to Van Til, must 
47
van Til, The Defense of the Faith, p. 109. 
48Ibid., P• 111. 
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remember that there exists some faint awareness of God's 
claims. 
Is man or God responsible for the right or wrong slant 
of reason? Van Til's answer is that the grace of God can 
only· change man's reason. What happens to man's free 
rational choice? Where is there room for will-agency? It 
is one thing to make the distinction between regenerate and 
unregenerate to rest upon a rational choice, another thing 
to make it rest upon the equal ultimacy divine election. and 
reprobation. Van Til thus minimizes the place of reason, 
grace, freedom, and moral responsibility in his discussion 
and view of man. 
It is a sho~t step from equal ultimacy of election and 
reprobation to complete determinism. When human reason 
and freedom are denied what else but to assert God's 
~bsolute control of whatsoever comes to pass. Van Til says 
in speaking of'repentance and salvation: 
This invitation is genuine. It has real significance. 
It has a significance as truly as the choice of 
Adam did, even though, we know from later revelation, 
as C.alv!n. points out, that his fall was determined 
by God. ·':) 
One cannot help but wonder whether or not it would have 
been· realized that Adam's choice was determined by God if 
it had not been for Calvin. Be that as it may, Van Til 
49 ~., p. 421. 
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has virtually denied human reason ana responsibilit~ an~ 
significance with his predestinarian and deterministic 
view of man. 
Van Til believes that this conscious awareness of the 
Divine ia due to the fact that we are all the offspring 
of God. The image of God resides in every man regardless 
of his propensity to sin and his lost condition. Thus the 
affinity which each man has with God as bearer of God's 
image accounts for the innate longing and seeking after 
the Divine. This is the real area of common ground. Preach-
ing is not entirely wasted upon deaf ears for all men can 
hear the voice of God even though faint and muffled. 
Pointing to the light of God's love and grace in Jesus 
J 
Christ is not so much wasted energy since the blindness is 
not total but partial and colored in favor of human 
autonomy and ultimacy. If, however, the unregenerate 
0 
persists in a state of rebellion toward the claims of 
God's authority over him, then such is considered a state 
of sin. 
The point of contact between theist and non-theist is 
not an appeal to the facts, to reason, emotion or feeling. 
Van Til maintains that it is: 
••• in the fact that every man is made i~ the 
image of ~od and has impressed upon him the law of 
GOd. Only by :finding the point of contact in man •·s 
sense of deity that lies underneath his own concept 
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or self-consciousness as ultimate can we both true 
to Scripture5and effective in witnessing with the natural man. 0 
His view of man thus finds some area of common concern and 
feeling from which the theist begins to build the case for 
a defense of the faith. However, when Van Til says that 
the preaching of the Gospel is not entirely wasted on 
deaf ears does he mean to imply that man himself can 
respond to the invitation? What does the sense of deity 
contribute toward man's accepting the Gospel? It contributes 
nothing toward man's choosing to ~ollow Christ. Why defend 
the faith or seek to perpetuate it if man to whom it comes 
cannot receive it unless elected by God to do so. On 
Van Til's view with its strict adherence to such notions as 
election and determinism the proper meaning of man's sense 
of deity is difficult to evaluate. It almost appears as 
though God were teasing all men with a sense of his 
presence while actually allowing only a few to come to a 
full knowledge of him through election. It escapes me as 
to where Van Til finds effectiveness in witnessing with 
the natural man on the basis of a common sense of deity. 
Nothing is effective but the eternal decrees of Gbd. 
Perhaps we can bring together Van Til's v~ew of man 
by suggesting: (1) The category of man is broken into two 
parts religiously speaking, that of the regenerate and that 
5°Ibid., P• 112. 
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of the unregenerate man. The sense of deity which is 
common to both categories does not militate against this 
distinction. (2) The sense of deity, stemming from the 
fact of man's bearing the image of God, is considered an 
.z 
a~ea of common ground between the theist and non-theist. 
(3) The efficient cause in the transformation from one 
state to another, that is from unregenerate to regenerate, 
is God the Holy Spirit. (4) The unregenerate man is awa~ 
of God's presence and has an innate propensity toward God. 
If he follows this "pull" there will be a deepening of 
his religious experience. To refuse to follow the leading 
in this direction is to persist in sinfulness. {5) The 
regenerate reason will accept the pronouncements of 
Scripture as authoritative, believing that such contain the 
oracles of GOd. 
Ir. Evaluation 
This chapter has presented Van T11 1 s views in broad 
outline. He has made certain claims which must be chal-
lenged and neglected other areas which ought to have been 
taken into consideration. The following points are 
suggested: 
1. Calvinistic Influences 
Van Til's strong adherence to Calvinism, especially 
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the notion of God's absolute sovereignty and man's divine 
election raises certain problems and philosophical issues 
which must be recognized and resolved. 
a. The Nature o:r Fl'eedom 
Van Til consistently minimizes the place of individual 
responsibility, choice, and freedom in religious commitment. 
The influence of Calvin's doctrine of divine election which 
was a double election to heaven or he1151 is too pervasive 
in Van Til's treatment of man. He sees man in his 
unregenerate state as having no latent possibility of 
personally receiving and appropriating the reconciling 
grace of God. Man is doomed always to the role of sinner. 
Faith looses its personal dimension since there is no 
initial and abiding involvement of the individual in an 
acceptance of GOd's grace. Conversion becomes a-personal. 
One is turned to God in defiance of the will since man in 
his natu~al state is too sinful to turn to God. Repentance 
is a travesty and mockery of man's proffered freedom. No 
one repents on his own volition. It is God who allows man 
the privilege of repentance. Thus these important aspects 
of religious commitment are ipso ~acto relegated primarily 
to God's activity and only secondarily to man's response 
5lHugh T. Kerr (ea.), By John Calvin (New York: 
~ Association Yress, 1960), p. 45. See (III. xxi. 7). 
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and acceptance. I would suggest that Van Til give some 
acknowledgment to the divine invitations to man to "come", 
11 accept 11 , and 11believe11 • 
The Bible places considerable weight on the idea that 
11 <!od so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten, 
I 
Son, that whosoever believeth on him should not perish, 
but have everlasting l:l.fe. 11 52 The term "whosoever believeth" 
allows for a personal response to God's love and salvation. 
This is a typical passage in the Bible dealing with 
regeneration and salvation which points up the responsi-
bility· of human freedom. The idea of election which 
negates human choice is entirely absent. I am not 
implying that the Bible is silent on divine election.. I 
am merely insisting that election is not the only light 
by which to judge man's response to God's grace. 
b. The Nature of Reason 
Van Til seeks to make a distinction between the reason 
of the regenerate and unregenerate man which is non 
sequitur. Does it absolutely follow that the-laws ~f reason 
are different for the theist and non-theist? The fact of 
- 1 the matter is that Van Til apparently draws the conclusion 
that there can be no agreement in the use and purpose of 
52John 3:16. King James Version. 
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reason between the theist and non-theist from the premise 
of their divergent relationships to God. There is no 
evidence to substantiate the claim that the reasoning 
process is different, more proficient or accurate in one 
than the other. He has insisted that the reason of the 
unregenerate man is "slanted" in the wrong direction. 
Recall his illustration of the saw. The reason of the 
unregenerate man has been set in its position due to sin 
so that it can never come to a knowledge of the truth. 
Van Til asserts that only the theist can know the truth 
because he knows God. He makes this point by assuming 
gratuitously that the theist can be more truthful in his 
vocation as scientist than the scientist who is a non-
theist. This admission seems to unite religious commitment 
and rational or logical discipline in such a way that the one 
structures and completes the ot.her. What basis does Van Til 
have for thus joining religion and reason together? The 
answer is not immediately forthcoming. 
2.. Analogical Reasoning 
Van Til does not give an answer as to how it is 
possible for man to think God's ~houghts and to be a 
' re-interprete~ of God's interpretation which is involved in 
the analogical relationship to God. The fact that God's 
comprehension is absolute and man's limited ought to 
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indicate that man can never hope to see any fact in the 
same light as God sees it. To be a re-interpreter of' God •·s 
interpretation would come close to meaning that man's 
knowledge must equal God's knowledge. Again this concept 
of analogical relationship and reasoning is not clearlY, 
defined by Van Til as to its meaning and possibility. 
3. The Trinity as tJ;l;e ~ernal One and Many 
It is surprising that Van Til has sought for a 
resolution to this problem in the Trinity. The Trinity is 
a non-rational, although not irrational assumption. As a 
non-rational assumption, meaning not capable or being 
reasoned, it can hardly be made the basis for explaining 
'the principle of the one and the many. Is Van Til's 
assertion tantamount to a eonclusion or solution? There 
is no resolution i~ myste.r~ or in non-rational presuppositions. 
Van Til has left the problem no nearer a solution in his 
belief of equal unity and plurality in the Godhead. The 
Trinity may be the heart of Christianity and it may not be 
the heart of the problems of the one and the many. 
4. Man's Sense of Deity 
Van Til claims all men possess a sense or feeling of 
GOd's presence and an obligation to worship God and respect 
his authority. This is accepted as the common ground between 
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the theist and the non-theist. However, this ·common 
ground is ineffective as a starting-point in a defense of 
the faith since the non-theist will not always admit this 
eXperience of feeling God's presence. Then where do you 
go? This assertion by Van Til does not amount to common 
ground at all in actual situations. It is merely a 
presupposition whimh does not bave universal application. 
Other issues will be mentioned later in the paper. 
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CHAPTER IT 
WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT GOD THROUGH NATURAL REVELATION 
The primary source for the material of this chapter is 
found in a symposium published by the faculty at Westminster 
Seminary in 1946 titled, The Infallible Word.l The article 
submitted by Van Til i.s titled, "Nature and Scripture". 
In this essay Van Til approaches the subject of what 
can be lmown about God through natural revelation. By 
natural r eve la ti on he means that way in which 11 ••• God is 
displayed before men in the works of his hands. n2 The 
term "natural" indicates where this revelation may be 
found, namely, in the created universe. The term "general" 
indicates the scope of the revelation, namely, its accessi-
bility and validity for all men.3 Van Til discusses man's 
knowledge of God from nature under four main headings. It 
is for this reason that this thesis will adopt these 
headings as the major divisions of the chapter. The 
divisions are the Necessity, Authority, Sufficiency and 
Perspicuity of Natural Revelation. 
lcornelius Van Til et al., The Infallible Word, 
(Philadelphia: The Presbyterian Guardian Publishing 
Gorp., 1946), P• 255· 
2van Til, Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. 104. 
3Ibid., P• 77 • 
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A. The Necessity o~ Natural Revelation 
The necessity o~ natural revelation liLnges on Van Til's 
assumption that the Bible teaches that man is a covenant 
personality. Van Til ~inds in the second chapter o~ Genesis 
an agreement between God and Adam. Adam is assumed here 
to be representative o~ all mankind. The agreement was 
that Adam would live in accord with the will and council 
o~ God. God expected certain things ~rom Adam and in 
turn Adam could expect to receive the blessing o~ God. 
For exa~ple, God gave Adam the responsibility o~ tending 
and preserving the natural beauty o~ the earth. He was to 
have dominion over all lands and creatures. The world was 
to be the domain o~ Adam. However, one particular segment 
o~ the· earth was exceptional. It was not to be enjoyed by 
Adam, it was exclusively God's. In the midst o~ Adam's 
environment was the tree o~ the knowledge o~ good and evil 
and the tree o~ li~e. Adam was not to partake, dominate, 
or use them ~or his own gain. Whenever Adam saw these 
two trees they were reminders o~ God's authority and his 
~ait~ul obedience •. Such is the interpretation which 
Van Til gives to the Genesis account o~ Adam's relationship 
to God and nature. 
Natural revelation thus acted as a witness to Adam o~· 
his relationship vdth God as well as ~ixing their respective 
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~· 
responsibilities and privileges. On this point Van Til 
says: 
God did not give His prohibition so that man ndght 
be obedient merely with respect to the tree o~ 
knowledge o~ good and evil, and that merely at one 
particular moment o~ time. He gave the prohibition 
so that man might learn to be sel~-consciously 
obedient in all that he did with respect to all 
things and throughout all time. Man was meant to 
glori~y God in the4
11 lower 11 as much as in the 11liigher 11 
dimension o~ li~e. 
Adam was expected to be obedient to his task as it related to 
the world in general as well as obedient to the command of 
God respecting a particular item in one location. 
For Van Til the tree o~ knowledge of good and evil, 
being a natural phenomenon, is representative o~ that class 
o~ natural entities generally which bespeak the Divine 
creatorship and human stewardship. Man originally was 
to esteem himsel~ as steward and trustee o~ the creation 
o~ God, the tree in the midst of the garden being one 
exceptional representation of God's ownership among many 
others. 11Mant s act with respect to the tree of knowledge 
o~ good and evil was to be but an example to himsel~ of 
what he should or should not do with respect to all other 
trees.n5 Van Til takes a view of the Genesis narrative 
which regards all nature generally, and the trees speci~ically 
4van Til et .al., The In~allible Word, p. 262. 
5Ibid. 
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as having their ovv.n revelatory value ~or man. Thus nature 
revealed the marks o~ God's creatorship, authority and 
man's response o~ obedience to God's council. Nature was 
a visible attestation and symbol o~ the power and majesty 
o~ the Divine Being. The interpretation which Van Til 
gives to natural revelation is that o~ pointing to God as 
creator o~ the universe. 
Van Til ~urther interprets the Genesis narrative o~ 
the fall o~ Adam as partially destroying the revelation 
~hich nature gave of God's creatorship and man's creature-
ship. This must be considered in more detail. 
The ef~ectiveness of nature to reveal God a~ter the 
fall has been greatly impaired due to the ~act that 
nature itself is implicated in the curse o~ Adam. Van Til 
takes the Biblical statement in Genesis 3:17, ncursed is 
the ground for thy sake, 11 to mean that nature is under the 
curse of God as a result of Adam's disobedience. This 
appears to be the only basis Van Til gives for God's curse 
on nature; 
Nature is not as regular in its offering man a witness 
to God's creators~ip after the fall as it was before the 
~all. This curse of God accounts for the presence of 
natural evil, which is the phenomenal counterpart to human 
evil. Van Til says: 
The natural must therefore appear as in need of re-
demption. After the ~all it is not sufficient that 
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the natural should appear as merely regular. The 
natural must now appear under the curse of God.6 
What is ·the place of natural revelation since the fall? 
After the fall nature does not as forcibly display 
God's creatorship, love, and authority. Rather, "nature 
must therefore by contrast reveal an unalleviated picture 
of folly and ruin. n7 Natural revelation is now a 
11preparatio evangelica 11 as Richardson suggests.8 In 
other words, man is encouraged to seek for an answer 
and solution to "this picture of folly and ruin". The 
presence in nature of disease, famine, floods, and 
plagues prepare man to look to God for salvation and a 
more perfect environment. The necessity of natural 
revelation is thus after the fall a conditioning or pre-
paring of man's heart and ndnd to receive the redemption 
of God which is mediated through special or supernatural 
revelation. Man is not only encouraged to see nature as 
the creation of God but also expects God to act redemp-
tively. Such is the interpretation which Van Til seems 
to give to the necessity of natural revelation. 
6van Til et al., The Infallible Wora, p. 262. 
7Ibid.' p. 263. 
BAlan Richardson~ Christian Apologetics (New York: 
Harper Brothers, l947J, P• 130. 
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B. The Authority of Natural Revelation 
Under this heading Van Til attempts to offer an estimate 
of the way in which natural revelation carries with it the 
demand for man's explicit obedience. The nature of this 
authority is different after the fall than prior to it. 
The question may be asked, 11What was the nature of God's 
authority in natural revelation prior to the fall? 11 • 
Van Til says: 
In paradise, God communicated directly and positively 
with man in regard to the tree of life. This revela-
tion was authoritative. Its whole context was that 
of a command requiring implicit obedience.9 
To do less than obey the overt mandates of God would only 
eventuate in a state of death. To be able to love God and 
enjoy him forever had one all-important stipulation, 11iftl 
! 
man continued in the way of fidelity and in no way sought 
to impugn the authority of God. 11The rational creature of 
God must naturally live by authority in all the activities 
of his personality. nlO Wherever Adam went and whatever he 
did there was the abiding co~sciousness that he was acting 
in accord with God's council. Nature responded favorably 
to Adam's husbandry and cultivation before the fall and 
as such was a visible testimony to his obedience. Adam 
was aware that the beauty of his environment and felicitous 
9van Til et al., The Infallible Word, p. 264. 
10Ibid., P• 265. 
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response of nature would be lost if, as Van Til says, nhe 
manipulated it otherwise than as being the direct bearer 
of the behests of God. rrll A+l nature was in rapport with 
Adam and this confirmed his aJlliable relationship with God. 
Hence Adam saw in the "starry sky above", that is, in 
phenomenal reality a witness and revelation of God's 
pleasure and blessing for his faithful obedience. Adam's 
environment was a witness and revelation to his obedience 
to God's authority. This, however, was not the only Witness 
to his uprightness before God. 
Van Til interprets the Genesis narrative before the 
fall in such a way as to allow Adam's own conscience to be 
a revelation to his obedience to the authority of God. 
He says: 
By the idea of revelation, then, we are to mean 
not merely wnat comes to man through the facts 
surrounding him in his environment, but also 
that which comes to him by means·of his own consti-
tution as a covenant personality, The revelation 
which comes to man by way of his own moral and 
rational nature is no less objective to him then 
that which comes to him through the voice of trees 
and animals. His own psychological activity is no 
less revelational than the laws of physics about him. 
All created reality is inherently revelational of 
the nature and will of God.12 
Adam's moral conscience and psychological activity were as 
real to him in confirn.dng his rapport with God as was the 
11van Til et al., The Infallible Word, p. 265. 
' 12Ibid., P• 266. 
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starry sky above. Adam's heart did not condemn him. This 
fact was a revelation of his obedience to God's authority 
and c ounci 1. 
Is the consciousness of man after the fall revelatory 
of the authority of God? This question brings us to the 
issue of the nature of God's authority in natur.al revelation 
after the fall. 
Van Til says: 
Now if man's whole consciousness was originally 
created perfect and as such authoritatively ex-
pressive of the will of God, that same conscious-. 
ness is still revelational and authoritative after 
the entrance of sin to the extent that its voice 
is still the voice of God.l3 · 
When Adam disobeyed God's command not to eat of the tree of 
the knowledge of good and evil he no longer related to 
nature as he had previously, he fel~ a disparity between 
himself and nature in his nakedness. Also Adam's conscience 
was burdened with guilt and he hid himself from God. Yet 
Van Til makes the above point that after Adam's disobedience 
his conscience continued to be a revelation of God's authority. 
After the fall God continued to speak to man through 
nature and conscience. The voice of God is as authoritative 
now as before the fall since God "speaks with authority 
wherever and whenever he speaks. 1114 Van Til considers sin 
to be in the direction of man's hardening his conscience to 
the voice of God's authority. The sinner is one who seeks 
13van.Til et al., The Infallible Word, p. 266. 
14n:ta. 
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to bury the voice of God. He says: 
The sinner's efforts, so far as they are done 
self-consciously from his point of view, seek to 
destroy or bury the voice of God that comes to him 
through nature, which includes his own consciousness.15 
The authority of natural revelation considered by 
Van Til here to mean the human conscience includes the 
belief that no man regardless of how destitute and depraved 
he might be is immune to God's vo;i.ce. Van Til says, 11The 
most depraved of men canno~ wholly escape the voice of God. 
Their greatest wickedness is meaningless except upon the as-
sumption that they have sinned against the authority of God. n16 
Hence even after the fall God does not leave himself without 
a witness in the conscience of man. The principle of the 
"ought" is God witnessing to the moral consciousness of man. 
When man will comply with the law written upon his heart 
then there is a rapport with God like unto Adamts prior to 
the falle Man, looking within to his moral conscience, is 
encouraged to consider God as a moral Being and one interested 
in ethical values. Special revelation will bring this aspect 
of the divine nature more clearly to the forefront under the 
concept that "God is love". 
By way of summary it may be said that Godts voice is 
heard in the consciences of all men. God's voice is pointing 
l5Ibid. 
16~., P• 267. 
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man to a moral life. Man becomes aware that the structure 
of the universe has an ethical and moral quality to it. 
To neglect to recognize and follow the moral law within 
is sin. To comply with the innate principle of the "ought" 
is to follow the path of right action. The interpretation 
which Van Til gives to the authority of natural revelation 
seems to suggest that man consider God as a preserver of 
ethical values. The question may be raised as to the 
actual results which are achieved when this pattern is 
followed and one.obeys the authority of God speaking in 
human conscience. This brings Van Til to a discussion 
of the su£ficiency and perspicuity of natural revelation. 
c. The Sufficiency of Natural Revelation 
It must be remembered that natural revelation is not 
to be radically divorced from supernatural revelation. 
God communicated with Adam in a direct manner which was 
. 
over and above nature and conscience. There was the di~ect 
communication 11Thou shalt not eat of the tree of the 
knowledge of good and evil. 1117 as well as the visible 
object and the sense of innate obedience to the authority 
of God. Thus Van Til says concerning revelation in nature; 
It was but the presupposition of historical action 
on the part of man as a covenant personality with 
17Gen. 2:17. King .Tames Version. 
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respect to supernaturally conveyed communication. 
But for this purpose it was historically sufficient.18 
This means that man's compliance with the supernatural 
communication can be sufficiently carried out in historical 
situations. rs the revelation of God in man's conscience 
capable of finding confirmation and expression ~n historical 
circumstances1 If one adopts the moral principle that I 
11 ought 11 to suff'er injustice rather than inflict injustice, 
does this make a contribution to ones' lif'e and to the 
lives of others? The evidence f'rom history respecting 
persons who have followed the leading of' moral conscience 
is sufficient to show_ that personal happiness and satis-
f'action is the results Nature is suff'icient then to allow 
man the opportunities to carry out and express himself in 
terms of' that which his moral conscience would suggest. 
Sometimes nature shows a tendency toward insufficiency. 
For example, one may f'eel a moral obligation to praise 
justice and punish wickedness. Yet nature of'ten reverses 
the order and the just suff'er and the wicked prosper. 
However, the moral conscience is suff'iciently rooted in its 
psychological certitude that man can persevere in his 
belief. The hemlock was no deterrent to the moral conscious-
ness of Socrates. Van Til alludes to Job as another case 
in point. Job was confident that one ought to trust in 
18van Til, Apologetics, P• 34· 
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God's goodness and care, 
The various reverses of life did not erase this 
certitude from his mind. Van Til uses Job's statement 
"Though he slay me, yet will I trust him1119 to point 
up the suffi~iency of the moral consciousness to maintain 
right belief and action. It is to be kept in mind that 
Van Til considers the psychological and moral activities 
of the person a legitimate area of natural revelation. 
Natural revelation is sufficient in the sense that man may 
persist in the direction of his moral conscience. 
In observable reality there are many instances of a 
personal or collective nature which confirm the feeling 
which the-moral conscience naturally offers that it is 
better to love than to hate. This conviction was sufficient-
ly rooted in the consciousness of Jesus to allow him t~ bear 
a cross and to love those who were responsible for his 
death. Van Til remarks that: 
At every stage in history God's revelation in 
nature is sufficient for the purpose it was 
meant to serve, that of being the playground for 
the pr.ocess of differentiation betvteen those who 
would and those who would not serve God.20 
It appears that man's sense of moral obligation is 
sufficient to distinguish between those who are obedient 
19Job 13::15. King James Vers~on. 
20van Til, Apologetics, p. 34· 
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to the law written on the heart and those who are not. 
In summary, Van Til tries to build a case for the 
moral conscience in every man as a sufficient revelation 
of the way of right action. Tf the moral consciousness is 
obeyed then the ~erson is at peace with himself, his 
neighbor and God. If it is not obeyed man is out of 
harmony with reality. 
What would be Van Til's answer to the question as to 
the clearness of God's revelation? His comments on this 
point will lead into~ brief discussion of the perspicuity 
of natural revelation. 
D. The Perspicuity of Natural Revelation 
Van Til means to assert in this regard that nature is 
clear in its revelation of God. Nature is able to render 
a perspicuous revelation of God's eternal plan and purpose. 
He says: 
Nature can and does·reveal nothing but the one compre-
hensive plan of God. The psalmist does not say that 
the heavens possibly or probably declare the glory 
of God. Nor does the Apostle assert that the wrath 
of God is probably revealed from heaven against all 
ungodliness and unrighteousness of man. Scripture 
takes the clarity of God's revelation for granted 
at every stage of human history.21 
21Ibid., P• 35. 
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In other words, God's all-inclusive and comprehensive 
purpose for the universe is always in the foreground. 
God's intentions and directives for Adam were clearly 
recognized in nature prior to the fall. The fall has not 
totally effaced from nature the clarity of God's plan and 
purpose. Even after the fall the world remains a universe 
and not a chaos. 
Van Til says: 
Even when man, as it were, takes out his own eyes, 
this act itself turns revelational in his wicked 
hands, testifying to him that his sin is a sin 
against the light that lighteth every man coming 
into the world. Even to the bottom of the most complex 
historical situations, involving sin and its conse-
quences ~~d's revelation shines with unndstakable 
clarity. · 
Since God has an exhaustive knowledge of all things and by 
creation has planned the end as well as the beginning of 
history; nature must for this reason reflect an ordered and 
teleological aspect to the mind of man. If nature is the 
creation of God, then it cannot but clearly display the 
order and harmony of God's essence. After the fall this 
-order and harmony continues to shine in nature. 
Man is unable to penetrate to the bottom of this 
revelation due to the fact that he is a finite creature. 
Even in paradise man could not know absolutely and compre-
hensively. Being finite hinders man in following the roads 
22Ibid., P• 36 
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of God's revelation to the absolute limit. Van Til asserts, 
"Created man may see clearly what is revealed clearly even 
if he cannot see exhaustively. Man does not need to know 
exhaustively in order to know truly and certainly. n23 Man 
sees clearly an ordered universe although he does not compre-
hend its order in every detail. The interpretation which 
Van Til gives to perspicuity of natural revelation seems to 
suggest that man consider God as purposive. 
To summ~ize it can be said that nature even after the 
fall clearly reveals God as purposive and orderly. Man 
sees nature as a universe. Man cannot escape t~s revelation 
of God even in the most sinful of circumstances. Although 
man cannot see reality comprehensively he may see clearly 
~ 
that which nature reveals of God's power and purpose. 
E. Evaluation 
The way T propose to evaluate this chapter is to answer 
the question, "What does Van Til suggest as the content of 
man's knowledge about God from natural revelation?" 
The main point in Van Til's discussion of the necessity 
of natural revelation encourages man to think of God ~ 
creator. Adam saw God's creatorship more perfectly than 
man after the fall. Nature still reveals the marks of God'~ 
23Ibid. 
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handiwork but folly and ruin also. Natural revelation 
becomes thus 11preparatio evangelica" to encourage man to 
think of ~ ~ redemptive. 
The authority and sufficiency of natural revelation 
suggests a God who is ! preserver of values. The principle 
of man's ethical action seems to point to the nature and 
action of God as supreme in righteousness, justice and 
faith. The perspicui~y of natural revelation suggests 
that ~ is purposive. 
There are two/major areas of weakness in Van Til's 
approach to man's knowledge of God through nature. They 
are the following: 
1. The knowledge of God which man gains fr<?m nature 
is not from nature at all in Van Til's treatment. He 
depends consistently upon the Bible, especially the Genesis 
narrative of creation and fall of man,_ to decide what may 
or may not be known of God from nature. Tnstead of consult-
ing nature as to its evidence in favor of the existence of 
God, Van Til refers consistently to the B~ble. The discussion 
is not what do we know of God from nature but what do we 
know of God from the Bible. Natural revelation turns out 
to be a s~species of special revelation. 
Furthermore, Van Til's use of the Bible as a source of 
information has perhaps unconsciously led to a depreciation 
of what nature, including man's moral and rational activities, 
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has to say on the matter~ Hence mapy facets of the subject 
have been entirely omitted. This brings us to the second 
point of weakness. 
2. Nowhere is there the slightest attempt to develop 
the patterns of reasoning about God which are generally 
discussed under this subject. I am thinking of th~ tradi-
tional rational arguments for the existence of God. Van Til 
makes little use of the cosmological, tel~ologica~and moral 
arguments for God. At best, these are implied in his dis-
cussion. Is it not possible to take the merit of these 
arguments and broaden them in to a cogent argument for God 
from nature, life and human experience? Van Til's treatment 
could be strengthened by including in it the cumulative 
evidence from nature which points to the existence of God. 
One of the more recent attempts to give an an~ysis of 
---...._ 
God from the combined experiencev of nature is found in 
Peter A. Bertocci' s 11Wider Teleological Argument for a 
Personal God. u24 Bertocci 's seven links in his argument 
point to the interconnectedness of physical nature, life, 
and human experience. He says: 
The world which supports our moral strivings for 
completeness, and which participates in our crea~ 
tive appreciation of beauty--that world is a 
universe, and to herald this fact we use the word God.25 
24Peter A. Bertocci, Introduction to the Philosophy of 
Religion (New York:· Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1951), PP• 329-388. 
25Bertocci, Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion, 
P• 387. 
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Here we see an investigation into the realities or existence 
which have, revelatory value for the existence or a personal 
Gode Bertocci does not go to an extraneous source such as 
the Bible for information about the w.ay nature may or may 
not reveal God. The being or God as revealed in nature 
cannot be evaluated from the Bible or from God as an existent. 
"Must it not be known by understanding the nature or man in act 
and in potentiality, and then relating the very nature of 
man and fulfillment to the existence of God 11~6 Such an 
approach would add much to Van Til's treatment of man's 
knowledge of God from natural revelation. What Van Til 
would have to give up in such an approach as that or 
• I~ Bertocci's is his belief that the Bible~a more useful index 
to God's existence from nature than an investigat~on or 
nature itself. This Van Til is not willing to do. I would 
agree that the Bible is or central importance in discussing 
special revelation not in an evaluation or natural revelation. 
26Peter A. Bertocci, "Can the Goodness of God Be-
Empirically Grounded?," Journal of Bible and Relie;io:n, 
XXV (April, 1957), :);>.~ J..OO, 
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CHAPTER III 
VAN TIL'S ~V OF GOD AND MAN BASED ON SPECIAL REVELATION 
K. Introduction: 
Van Til views Christian theism as the sole expression 
o~ religious experience and faith. He is quite explicit 
saying, "Theism is not really theism unless it is Christian 
theism. ul More specifically, he draws attention to the 
fact that the modus operandi for defining the boundaries 
of Christian theism inheres in the Scripture. Van Til says: 
For better or for worse the Protestant apologist 
is comrndtted to the defense of ·Christian theism as 
a unit. The Protestant apologist cannot be con-
cerned to prove the existence of any other God than 
the one who has spoken to man authoritatively and 
finally through Scripture.2 
Thus the debate and defense of the faith in which Van Til 
is involved is more extensive then the issues raised by 
natural revelation as to whether or not God exists. The 
debate must also center about what kind of God exists. 
This question as to the 11what 11 of God's existence cannot be 
settled without introducing the subject of God's self-
revelation to mankind which is contained in Scripture. 
1van Til, The Defense of the Faith, p. 122. 
2Ibid. 
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It is Van Til's underlying conviction that God must 
take the initiative in revealing himself if man is to 
possess any corpus of reliable, adequate, objective d~ta 
concerning God and his relationship to man and things. If, 
suggests Van Til, God's self-revelation was necessary for 
moral and cultural patterns prior to the entrance of sin 
and the fall, how much more is such a revelation necessary 
since the entrance of depravity and corruption. He says, 
11rf then even man in paradise could read nature aright only 
in connection with and in the light of supernatural positive 
revelation, how much the more is this true of men after the 
fall. 113 
Van Til gives historical significance to the fall of 
man and entrance of sin much in the same way as does Niebuhr. 
For Niebuhr, as for Van Til, the fall of man and entrance 
of sin into history are not merely events of the past which 
form an antiquated part of the saga or myth of theological 
tradition. As Burnstein says: 
He regards tliem no longer as events in the past 
but as true expressions, in a symbolic form, of 
the ultimate but neglected truths about mankind's 
universal, inevitable~ and incorrigible tendency 
to sin. In the light of this insight sin is 
centered in human existence. It has its roots in 
man's unwillingness to acknowledge his finiteness.4 
3Ibid., P• 123. 
4Alexander J. Burnstein, "Niebuhr, Scripture and Normative 
Judaism, 11 Reinhold Niebuhr: His Reli ious Social and Political 
Thought, ed •. Char es w. Keg ey, and Rober w. Breta New York: 
Macmillan Co., 1956), P• 421. 
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Niebuhr would imply here what Van Til openly asserts 
and consistently maintains, namely, that sin is a univeraal 
and inevitable human experience similar to Adam's refusal 
to accept his finiteness and creatureliness in that he 
wanted to be like God. This characteristic of humanity is 
known as the Fallen consciousness, that is, man's desire 
to be, 11 something he cannot be. He wants to be 'as God', 
himself the judge of good and evil, himself the standard 
of truth. 115 The fact and meaning of man's sense of guilt 
j 
and sin is not derived for Van Til from an analysis of 
psychic forces within personality, rather Van Til explains 
such human emotions as an outgrowth of man's universal 
rebellion against his f~nite dependence upon God. Such 
is a datum of Scripture. Hence Van Til bases his entire 
system of theology with its belief in the creation, fall, 
human sinfulness, and redemption o~ the ground of the 
trustworthiness of Scripture alone. 
We have seen how natural revelation hints at certain 
things as being true about God. Natural revelation suggests 
that there is a teleological, moral, creative and redemptive 
aspect in God. Eoweve~ only special revelati?n, namely the 
Bible, establishes for Van Til these as facts. Concerning 
the nature of God and reality he says: 
We have felt ourselves compelled to take our .hotions 
with respect to the nature of reality from the Bible. 
5van Til, Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. 26 
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The Bible is taken so seriously that we have not 
even left any area of known reality by which the 
revelation that comes to us in the Bible may be .· 
compared, or to which it may be referred to as a 
standard. We have taken the final standard of 
truth to be the Bible itself.6 
Van Til thus makes the Bible the touchstone for all truth; 
not that it contains any formula of relativity or nuclear 
fission but that the presuppositions of science and tech-
nology be compared in th? light of the general presupposi-
tions of Biblical theism. 
The basic meaning which Van Til gives to the Bible as 
the special revelation of God is crystalized succ~tly in 
this remark, "The Bible, as the infallibly inspired revela-
tion of God to sinful man, stands before us as that light in 
terms of which all the facts of the created universe must be 
interpreted. "7 
B. The Unitary Character of General and Special Revelation. 
Van Til believes that he has developed a unified philoso-
phy of history based upon Biblical theism. The special 
supernatural revelation of God contained in the Bible does 
not militate against that impression of the Divine person, 
plan, and purpose suggested by nature. A unified philosophy 
of history is possible because the same God is revealed in 
6van ~il~ The Defense of the Faith, p. 49. 
?Ibid, P• 124A 
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nature and the Bible. What makes Van Til's philosophy of 
history well integrated and unified is the unity of.the 
natural and speciaJ. revelation of God. He says, "Revelation 
in nature and revelation in Scripture are mutually meaning-
less without one another, mutually fruitful when joined 
together. n8 General and special revelation form the convex 
and .concave sides of the lens of God's self-disclosure. 
What nature fails to tell us of God's redeeming grace the 
Bible supplies, that is, "There is no speech or knowledge 
of grace in nature. God has accordingly condescended to 
reveal it in Scripture. rr9 We are not to expect some additional 
revelation to supersede the union of the present general and 
special forms of revelation. "The light of Scripture is that 
superior light ~hich lightens every other light. It is also 
the final light.nlO 
We find inextricably woven into the fabric of Van Til's 
theology the basic presupposition of God's self-revelation 
in both nature and Scripture and that these two are to be 
evaluated as an unified corpus of revelatory data and not 
to be treated as discrete loci of Divine explication. For 
instance, natural revelation suggested that God is a pre-
server of moral values. The moral consciousness seems to 
8van Til et al., The Infallible Wora, P• 255. 
9rbia., P• 257. 
lOibid. 
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indicate that it is better to love than hate. Special 
revelation is confirmation that all who live in love shall 
not perish but have everlasting life. This confirmation 
is evidenced in the life, death and resurrection of 
Jesus Christ. Hence, what was latent in natural revela-
tion concerning God as a preserver of moral values 
becomes patent in the special revelation of God in 
Scripture. We conclude by stating that Van Til's theology 
presupposes the complete trustworthiness of Scripture. 
The Scripture as special revelation of God is complimentary 
to what is known of God by natural revelation. We are now 
ready to consider the four-fold character of special 
revelation. 
c. The Necessity of Special Revelation 
The discussion may be carried on in terms of the fol-
lowing questions, 11Why is special revelation necessary?" 
and 11Wb.at does it add to man's knowledge of God not given 
in natural revelation"Z 11 The following quotation contains 
two terms which I believe go toward answering these 
questions. Van Til says:. 
If an authoritative interpr~tation were not given 
to the redemptive facts, if the interpretation were 
left to men, it is certain that the redemptive 
revelation of God would not be able to reach the 
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ends of f.he earth and maintain itself to the end 
of time. 1 
Van Til conceives the necessity of revelation to be:: 
(1) and authoritative interpretation of redemptive facts 
and (2) a permanent redemptive record maintaining itself to 
the end of time. 
Natural revelation as mentioned earlier hinted at the 
fact of God's redemptive nature. Special revelation, the 
Scripture, is the record which substantiates this feeling. 
The answer as to why special revelation is necessary seems 
to revolve about the notion that man has a longing for 
security and union with the structure of the universe. 
His finite nature is a threat. He fears annihilation and 
worries over his sense of guilt. The Scripture contains 
God's promise of victory over death and the grave. This 
provision is centered in the resurrection of Jesus from 
death and the grave. We are the children of God and we 
shall dwell with Him. Man is accepted and reconciled 
.with God so that no sense of guilt and estrangement is now 
experienced. This is the "good news" contained in the 
Scripture. Therefore, Special revelation is the 
authoritative interpretation of the facts of God's redemp-
tive movements in history. It is the terminus ad quem 
11van Til, Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. 139· 
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of that aspect of natural revelation which considered God 
as redemptive. The authoritative nature of Scripture will 
be considered under the next heading. 
The necessity of special revelation is further seen 
in its ability to reach all men until the end of time. It 
is a saving message for the world. However, the guarantee 
we have of its fulfilling this task is its permanency. Why 
is it considered permanent~ Special revelation is super-
natural in that God is considered as the primary agent in 
its production. Van Til will show the significance of 
God's authorship later on in the chapter when the subject 
of "inspiration" is discussed. God's activity in special 
revelation secures its permanency. Change and progress 
have no place in Scripture. I~, as Van Til said, the 
interpretation of redemptive facts were left to man it 
would be liable to change. Change and progress are 
aspects of human culture. Christ who is the mediator of 
God's redemptive grace, is described as the same, yesterday, 
today and forever. This V~ Til thinks contributes toward 
making special revelation changeless. 
We summarize the above discussion on the necessity of 
special revelation by viewing it as essentially a permanent 
authoritative interpretation of God's redemptive movements 
in history. Christ is the pledge and promise of God's 
safeguarding human personality in the symbol of the 
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resurrection event. The changelessness of Chris~ and 
divine authorship contributes to its permanency •. 
Does special revelation make any absolute claims on 
man~ Is it subjective in character or objective? We can 
consider these questions under the next heading. 
D. The Authority of Special Revelation 
Perhaps we could open this heading with a statement by 
Richardson regarding the Divine authority of the Bible. It 
is this, "Thus for Christians the authority of the Bible is 
the authority of God himself. nl2 In other words, the 
statement which Richardson makes could well be in answer 
to the question, 11How does God express his authori ty.'l" 
Granted that God exists, how does he manifest himself? 
Van Til, as we previously noted, stands in the Augustinian-
Calvinistic tradition. It is true that Augustine gra~pled 
with this problem of religious authority and found that 
the solution lay somewhere in the correlation of revelation 
and authority. It appears obvious that Augustine upheld 
the Scriptures a~ the Divine self-revelation and that 
such constituted the seat of religious authority. 
Van Til does not wander far from this Augustinian 
appraisal of Scripture as the sine qua ~ of religious 
. . 
12aichardson, Christian Apologetics, p. 220. 
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authority. He says, "Accordingly we find that revelation 
comes to the sinner with a claim of absolute authority over 
him. It asks man to sub:m.i t his thoughts captive to it in 
obedience. rr13 This is the first point to be emphasiz-ed; the 
absolute authority of special revelation over the sinner. 
Van Til takes sin to be man's attempt to think and act 
independently of God. Van Til sees the Christian faith 
and its defense bound up together in this one basic tenet, 
that the Bible is the self-revelation of God and as such 
stands over man as his ultimate source and seat of religious 
authority. When Van Til says that man must submit his 
thoughts captive to it, he is asserting the priority of 
God's revelation above the analysis and appraisal of reality 
and religion by autonomous man. 
Recall our discussion regarding the necessity of 
special revelation. Its necessity was founded on Van Tilts 
belief that God acts in history for man's redemption. 
Van Til presupposed that this record must be of permanent 
value for all mankind •• To the notion of the necesaity of 
Scripture Van Til connects the further notion of authority 
saying, 11 thus authority is involved in the idea of necessity • 
. 
Scripture is necessary because an authoritative revelation 
is necessary. nl4 In other words, the character and nature 
of the subjects to whom this permanent and objective data 
13van Til, Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. l4o. 
14rbia., P• 139. 
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is given are such that the revelation will not be received 
unless it comes to them with the claim of ultimate and 
absolute authority. Man is a sinner. By now we know what 
this means to Van Til; 11The sinner seeks to be autonomous. 
He will, therefor~ seek to set himself up as judge over 
that which presents itself to him as revelation. nl5 Thus, 
just as the revelation of God becomes necessary because of 
the sinful character of man so the revelation of God must 
be authoritative if sinful man is to be challenged toward 
holy obedience. The only way that man can see himself, 
God, and things correctly is by the self-revelation of 
God in Scripture coming into history with an absolute 
claim to authority. In this regard he says: 
It is this point particularly that makes it 
necessary for the Christian to maintain without 
any apology and without any concession that it 
is Scripture and Scripture alone, in the light 
ot which all moral questions must be answered. 
Scripture as external revelation becomes necessary 
because of sin.l6 
We can readily see that the necessity and authority of 
Scripture find their field of reference and meaning to be 
related to the depravity and sinful nature of man. Van Til 
says. the Scripture comes to man in an abnormal condition of 
sin, and challenges him to repent, be converted and 
15van Til, Introduction to Systemat~c Theo~ogy, p. l4o. 
l6van Til, The Defense of the Faith, p. 71. 
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acknowledge his finite character both in essence and 
~owledge. We have emphasized one main point concerning 
special revelation n~ely its absolute ·authority over 
man as sinner. 11Scrlpture is nothing but the voice of 
the absolute God in a world of sin. u17 
Edward J. C~nell, a contemporary Christian theist, 
likewise finds in special revelation, that is, Scripture, 
the authoritative answer to the main plea of humanity: 
Who ~I, and what must I do to be saved?' Am I truly the 
ultimate reference point and end of all authority or is 
there an anticedent authority of God? Carnell asserts 
that an appeal to natural revelation will not satisfactorily 
answer these questions. Nature's portrayal of the Divine 
must be supplimented by special revelation. He says, 11The 
Christian's major premise is not just an appeal to a good 
God; rather it is to the God who has revealed himself in 
Scripture, and to him alone.u18 
His remark implies that our answer to questions regard-
ing God, man, and things must come not only from a rational 
appraisal of the nature of God and man but a willing sub-
mission to the God who has revealed himself in Scripture. 
Van Til would agree wholeheartedly with Carnell at this 
17van Til, Cl1ristian Theistic Ethics, p. 21. 
18John Carne~~' An Introduction to Christian Apologetics, 
(Grand Rapids: Wm. D. Eerdmans Publishing Co., _1950), p. l77• 
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point. It is important that something further be noted 
about special rev~lation besides it~ coming to sinful 
man with an absolute claim of authority. The second 
point to be emphasized is the authority of special revela-
tion comes to sinful man as 11 objecti ve 11 revelation. The 
Bible is an objective and external. witness of God •. This 
again is due to the nature of man. If God's supernatural 
revelation continued to relate to mankind as it did to 
Adam, totally on the level of the subjective, then it would 
be liable to the same neglect and dismissal that was given 
it in paradise. Certainly if Adam distorted the supernatural 
revelation of God in paradise how much more would the self-
revelation of God be thwarted now that man's nature and 
environment are in a fallen condition. God could not again 
allow his communication with his creature to remain on a 
subjective basis. God has communicated with sinful man by 
this objective record which we know as the Scripture. 
Ramm has something interesting to say on this subject: 
If the authority of God is expressed by means of 
revelation, then the central thesis may be formulated 
as follows: For Christianity the authority-principle 
is the Triune-God in self-revelation. This is the 
central piece of the mosaic of authority, and the 
first and most impressive link in the chain of authority. 
This is the object of religion declaring himself to 
men, and in this declaration there is not only the 
imperial authority of God (hallowed be thy name) but 
the truth from God about God.Upon inspection of this 
authority principle certain merits of tbis principle 
are evident:-
(l).Such a principle is free from subjectivism. This 
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principle of authority finds its locus outside the 
individual. It is a frank recognition that the 
final authority in religion is God himself. There 
are not as many authorities as there are individuals 
and there are not as many religious truths as there 
are religious thinkers. There is only one authority-God; 
and only one truth-divine revelation.l9 
If the Scripture were dependent upon the subjective 
evaluation of man for its authority, then, _a~ Ramm suggests, 
there would be as many authorities as individuals and 
truths as thinkers. But its authority is contained within 
itself. Van Til agrees saying: 
It must be affirmed that a Protestant accepts 
Scripture to be what Scripture says it is on 
its own authority. So we cannot subject the 
authorative pronouncements of Scripture about 
reality to the scrutiny of reason because it is 
reason itse~f which learns of its proper function 
from Scripture.20 
Ramm, Carnell and Van Til, agree the unique quality 
regarding Scripture is that it is a permanent,objective, 
and redemptive record telling sinful man what he is and 
where he is going and it does so with an absolute. authority. 
Reason alone cannot fully answer these quest~ons. If so, 
there would be no need of special revelation. 
The conclusion which we reach respecting the authority 
of special revelation is simply this~ the unregenerate man 
is travelling in the wrong direction. He assumes that he 
can reason correctly respecting the signs of reality. 
19Bernard Rrumm, The Pattern of Religious Authority 
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1957), P• 21. 
20van Til, The Defense of the Faith, p. 125. 
80 
Scripture confronts him with the de~and that he travel 
another road. It is the way of' 11 Thus sayeth the Lord God. 11 
Man is challenged to submit his thoughts to those of' God's 
and make God's ways his oiv.n. For Van Til then, Scripture is 
the absolute claims of' God in objective ref'erenc~ to the human 
sinful pred~cament. The authority of' Scripture resides in 
its Divine component not in its human evaluation. 
E. The Perspicuity of' Special Revelation. 
Again the concept of' necessity and authority have rele-
vance for the notion of' a perspicuous revelation. vTI~en man 
desires to take into account the message of' God 1s redempticr.n 
portrayed in special revelation, must he do so under the 
guidance of' an 11 expert" in the interpretation of' such a 
special revelation? No! If' special revelation had to be 
interpreted only through some human intermediary, then the 
element of' finite judgment would necessarily enter with the 
consequent danger of' erroneous and prejudicial evaluation. 
Van Til says: 
We should see exactly what is meant by the perspicuity 
of' Scripture. It means no human interpreter needs 
come between the Scripture and those to whom it co~es. 
It is opposed to clericalism. This does not mean that 
men who place themselves with us under the ScriRtures, 
and who are ordained of' God for the preaching of' the Word 
cannot be of' service to us in the better understanding of' 
the Scripture ••• It is directed against the Roman Catholic 
notion that no ordinary member of' the church may interpret 
Scripture for himself' directly.21 
2lvan Til, Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. 140. 
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This reference shows us what Van Til is fighting. He is 
opposed to the notion that only a select few are able to 
understand the ScriptUl"e. r interpret Van Til at this 
point as attempting to show how special revelation is 
clearer in disclosing the nature of God than natural 
revelation because it brings God into historical relation-
ship with man. The Scripture speaks of the humanity of 
God. God is making contact with man in the person of 
Christ. Christ, the Immanuel, (God with us) has a unique 
quality of simplicity and beauty that is easily understood 
by every man. 
In contrast to reasoned patterns of belief about God 
from nature, the supernatural revelation brings God into 
closest and clearest proximity to human history. This is 
perhaps the meaning ~f Van Til's earlier remark that God 
walked a cosmic road. A reasoned belief in the goodness 
of the cosmic mind is helpful. However, the goodness and 
love of God is even clearer after the Logos entered history 
in the person of ~hrist who taught man to consider God as 
heavenly 11Father". Could it not then be said that the 
revelation of God in nature is made clearer by the revela-
tion of ~cripture, the love of God our Father bei~g a case 
in point.-
Two things are to be kept in mind as a result of this 
brief discussion. (1) Every man has the potential ability 
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to grasp the content and meaning of. supernatural redemptive 
revelation. We know ~rpm earlier discussion that only the 
elect will actually come to an acceptance o~ special revela-
tion. Its lucidity does away with o~~icial interpreters. 
(2) The perspicuity o~ special revelation adheres in its 
ability to make more evident and personal the Divine 
qualities as suggested by natural revelation. 
Is special revelation currently breaking in on history? 
Van Til answers this question in his discussion o~ the 
su~ficiency o~ special revelation. 
F. The Suf~iciency of Special Revelation. 
Under this heading Van Til is fighting for a view of 
Scripture which is wholly adequate for the purposes of 
revealing the nature o~ God's redemption and grace to man-
kind. If there were any inadequacy this would mean 
supplementation which would encourage schism in that 
varient claims of superior interpretation would be forth-
coming. Van Til, however, avoids the problem as to why 
there are denominational demarcations and varient interpre-
tations today over what he calls a sufficient Scripture. 
Thus the_very thing which he hoped to circumvent nas 
occurred. The attribute of sufficiency is, "· •• particularly 
in opposition to all manner o~ sectarianism!122 However, the 
22van Til, Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. l41. 
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Scripture is insufficient to provide an interpretation whi&.h 
is uniformly acceptable to all theists. Hence there is 
widespread bigotry and narrow-mindedness due to the various 
claims made by theists who think they hold the key to the 
Scripture. 
By this notion of the sufficiency of Scripture Van Til 
attempts to reserve for the Bible a sacredness wbich frees 
it from any human interpretation. He says: 
Man 1s interpretation was not partly but wholly bankrupt. 
If any part of it would have to be added to the interpre-
tation o~ God in order to bring matters of completion, 
there would be no authorative revelation. Sufficiency 
is, therefore, necessary as perspicuity is necessary, r.n 
order that no admixture of human interpretation would be 
required in connection with the special revelation of God?3 
vv.hat does Van Til mean that man 1s interpretation is bankrupt? 
Does he mean that man is in no position to interpret the 
credibility of the Scripture or that the Scripture is not 
to be appended by man's interpretation of reality? Actually 
both are implied in his statement concerning Scripture, 11It 
is a finished revelation of God. It does not stand in the 
relation of correlativity to its acceptance as the Word of 
God by 1nan. 11 24 He means by 11finished 11 a completed revela-
tion and one which does not demand man's acceptance in order 
for it to be· in ~act the Word of God. 
23Ibid. 
-
24van Til, Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. 34. 
84 
Van_Til is over-reaching the possibilities of Scripture 
by making such assertions. We may agree that Scripture is 
sufficient to allow man an understanding of God's redemptive 
acts in history. However, we cannot agree that it is 
sufficient to destroy sectarianism or so sufficient that 
human interpretation is unnecessary.~ Take as a case in 
point the two hundred and fifty different denominations 
which make some claim at holding a key to the correct inter-
pretation. More specifically, the diffe·rence of .interpreta-
tion between the Methodists and Baptists over their views 
of baptism is an instance of using the Bible as a common 
source but arriving at divergent conclusions. Both denomina-
tions can offer very cogent arguments for .their position. 
This attribute and character of Scripture appears as 
Van Til's weakest in that the very purpose for which Scripture 
was given, namely~ that it might be the means of dialogue 
between God and man is vitiated in withdrawing from man his 
right and responsibility to interpret and speak in his own 
way to God. 
The reason for Van Til's consistent ndnimizing of 
human interpretation of Scripture, will be better understood 
if we can proceed to discuss two other attributes of 
Scripture which are of vi tal significance in his theology. 
Van Til gives serious consideration to the in~piration and 
infallibility of Scripture. It is for this reason that we 
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briefly consider these two subjects. 
G. The Inspiration of Special Revelation. 
Van Til opens the discussion on inspiration with the 
remark 11The Bible claims nothing less than absolute inspira-
tion for itself ••• 1125 His whole structure of apologetics 
rests upon the Bible, not as being just another 11holy 11 book 
but as one which is absolutely trustworthy on all that it 
speaks. From our former discussion, we noted that Van Til 
said the Bible speaks on everything either directly or in-
directly. It is on~ thing to argue the physical and 
historical resurrection of Jesus on a purely pragmatic basis 
and another thing to argue it on the basis of a positive, 
divinely inspired revelation. Historical apologetics must 
be conjoined with philosophical apologetics which take this 
common stand that, 11unless what Scripture says about itself 
and all things else of what it speaks is true, nothing is 
true.rr26 It is by the doctrine of inspiration that Van Til 
attempts to establish the validity of Scripture beyond any 
shadow of doubt. 
Van Til is conscious of the unorthodox practice of trying 
to substantiate the claims for Scriptural inspiration on the 
25van Til, Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. 151. 
26Ibid., P• 152. 
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basis of Scripture itself. This is necessary, however, be-
cause of the unique character of Scripture. It had to be 
self-testifying since the testimony of the natural man 
would be necessarily prejudiced and try to pervert the 
testimony of God. Van Til, at this point, opens to us the 
clearest expression of his single, basic, underlying pre-
supposition in his apologetic defense of Christian theism: 
11The existence of God is the presupposition of all human 
prediction and the idea of self-testimony is involved in 
tbis presupposition. 11 27 
Thus, the only way Van Til can present·to sinful man 
an absolutely trustworthy interpretation of reality is to 
present to them the absolute authoritative record of God's 
essence and knowledge and from this a structured epistemology 
and metaphysics. His presupposition says, "unless we have 
an absolute God interpreting reality for us, there is no 
true interpretation at all. n28 Hence, Van Til openly admits 
to circular reasoning based on the judgment that it was 
the only way God could maintain accuracy in conveying the 
nature of reality to sinful man. 
Two passages ~n the Bible may help us to understand 
what inspiration implies for Van Til. He places considerable 
27van Til, Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. 152. 
28Ibid. 
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weight on St. Pauls letter, Second Timothy 3:16, 11EveJ?y 
Scripture is God-breathed and is therefore profitable ••• 11 
The im~ortant Greek terms are Tf~.tt ~~--f~ all Scripture 
and e~U,UG'TO.$ , God-breathed. Van Til, following 
B. B. Warfield, sees these terms as signifying several 
II 
things. (1) There is no part of_ the Kfll.ftt which is not 
-of Divine origin, in other words, the "'tr~r~ " is given 
universal application so that the 1/~f~ itself refers to 
the Old Testament writings in total. (2) The corpus of 
writings are given a divine dimension in the term n9~~~\I,UO'JTOS 11 
God-breathed. Van Til, quoting Warfield, says regarding the 
Scripture, that it is the product of the creative breath of 
God, and, because of this its Divine origin, if of supreme 
value for all holy purposes. n29 
The other passage is Second Peter 1::20,21. "Knowing 
this first, that no.pr?phecy of the Scripture is of any 
private interpretation. For the prophecy came not in old 
time by the will of man but holy man of God spoke as they 
were moved by the Holy Spirit. 11 Here Van Til sees more than 
the assertion of Divine origin but al~o a glimpse into the 
modus 0perandi of .Scriptural issuance. It was through the 
instrumentality of man that God spoke or, to be more exact, 
who spoke for God. By keeping in mind that the doctrine of 
29Ibid. 
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the Trinity is central in Van Til's theology we can better 
understand why he says that it was God the Holy Spirit who. 
is described in this passage as 11bearing 11 the writers of 
Scripture. Note, therefore, in this passage, (1) the rrf~ 
11>~1 .I ,, 
is of no "private interpretatiorl; meaning by the terms, ura4S f1\'IA~ 
that the Scripture is not of the authors' own origin, and 
vision or as the Greek terms "unloosing" implies, from the 
intuitive inner feeling of the prophet himself. (2) The 
prophecy and the Scripture appear to be equated in verse 211 
and it is expressly stated that such came not via (01.~~/A""' 
~"~~,;'tl'o" ) the will of man but as men were ('II'Vi~}'tLTPS ~r:o., ~~p;.sUDt) 
borne about by the Holy Spirit. The ~oly Spirit b?re about, 
or moved about as holy men spoke from the Holy God. 
Van Til suggests that "inspiration" according to the 
above two passages involves several tbings. First, Scripture 
is seen as being of divine origin, in the sense that it is 
believed to be the product of the creative breath of God. 
The prophet iS of secondary cause who was born or moved to 
speak what the primary cause, the Holy Spirit, intended. 
Thus 11Specia1 11 revelation is seen in light of its divine 
authorship and as such its absolute authority as the only 
medium ~hereby man can realize a true interpretation of 
reality. Van Til does not mean that the present Biblical 
text is inspired, only the autographa was inspired. This 
fact will call for some comment later on in the paper. 
Does this mean that the prophets were merely automatons 
taking dictation in some rote, mechanical, and unconscious 
fashion? Van Til says: 
Verbal inspiration is not to be identified with a 
mechanical view of the organs of revelation. Verbal 
inspiration is in consonance with an organic view 
of the relation of the divine Spirit to the human 
organs of revelation. The Holy Spirit used the 
various persons through whom he conveyed his revela-
tion, without suppression, of the characteris,tics of 
their personality.30 
For Van Til inspiration is what makes the B~ple special 
supernatural revelation. Its authorship has a divine as well 
as human aspect. We will return to this concept for an 
evaluation after a brief discussion of the infallibility 
of Scripture. 
H. The Infallibility of Special Revelation 
How is this term used by Van Til? This suggests the 
area of epistemology, does it not~ We can see Van Til's 
meaning of infallibility in his statement concerning his 
Christian philosophy of knowledge, 11Thus the Bible as the 
infallibly inspired revelation of God as sinful man stands 
before us as that light in terms of which all the facts of 
the created universe are to be interpretedn31 This means 
that the Scripture is ultimate in the sense of absolute 
3°van Til, Introduction to Systematic ~heologz, p. 157• 
3lvan Til, The Defense of the Faith, p. 1~. 
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trustworthiness regarding reality which in turn rests 
upon its inspiration which also involves this notion of 
freedom from error. If God's revelation were taken to 
contain error then the whole structure and est~mate of 
Scripture would tumbl~ to the ground. Since God is the 
primary author of Scripture, it follows that it be con-
sidered as completely veracious in character. God's 
interpretation of reality contained in Scripture must 
. supercede man's. This is one of the meanings of infalli-
bility. He remarks, 11Hence, if the autographa wer:e not 
infallibly inspired, it would mean at some point, human 
interpretation would stand above divine interpretation. n32 
For Van Til the infallibility and inspiration of the 
Bible offers to man'an abso1tite1y accurate and holy oracle. 
With these thoughts fresh in mind we may turn to an 
evaluation of this material. 
I. Evaluation 
1. Reason a Threat'to Scripture 
Scripture is considered by Van Til to be a self-con-
tained unit. Why? Van Til sees reason as a threat to the 
32van Til, Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. 158. 
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sanctity and accuracy of Scripture. However, man must use 
his reason as the only way of comprehending and accepting 
the grace of God displayed in Scripture. How is it possible 
for the Scripture to be meaningful otherwise~ 
2. Problems Raised in Connection with Inspiration. 
a• Inspiration of the Autographa: What does the claim 
for the inspiration of the original text do for.the current 
manuscripts~ The various editions and versions of the Bible 
are based on copies of the original which means that we do 
not have actually the original inspired text. To state as 
Van Til does that the original authors were inspired has 
little significance for us now. On his own prenUse of 
original inspiration it follows that no claim for present 
confidence in the absolute trustworthiness of the Bible may 
be justified. Archaeology is forever bringing new manuscript 
evidence to bear which points out the need for corrections 
in the current versions of the Bible. It appears that Van Til 
does not appreciate the little relevancy of the belief in 
the inspiration of the autographa for present versions of 
the Bible. More treatment and consideration need be given 
this fact. 
b. Inspiration and Communicatioh: The problems connect-
ed with the means whereby God conveyed his will and word to 
the Prophets are left unresolved. Van Til doesn't discuss 
the modus operandi of conununication. How did the Prophet 
know he was confronted with a vision of an holy angel and 
not going through the aftereffects of some overindulgence? 
Is there anything more than psychological certitude to 
guarantee that the word of the Prophet be accepted as the 
word of God? How can Van Til settle issues regarding 
conflicting claims for inspiration~ Is the Catholic Bible 
more inspired because it has more books? Little attempt 
is made at confronting these important issues when Van Til 
presents the case for a trust in the Bible as inspired 
revelation. As an outgrowth of the above questions a 
further point presents itself for clarification. Vf.hat must 
one do in light of the fact that more than one Bible cLaims 
inspiration? 
c. Conflicting Claims of Inspiration:: The Bible may 
stand in a class of literature which claims more than hUlllan 
origin. By what criterion can Van Til assert the inspiration 
of the Bible and not the Koran or the Upanishads? Are 
there degrees of inspiration? These are areas which could 
well be considered when Van Til presents his case for the 
unique character of the Bible as revelation. All that 
Van Til seems to offer in this regard is the belief that 
the various world religions and their corresponding 
writings are an evi~ence of man's searching after God and 
are pseudo-inspired. The Bible for Van Til contains the 
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only inspired record. How is this cla~ justified? 
These are just a few of the question whfuch need to 
be answered by Van Til before his treatment of revelation 
can be adequate. Such areas must be investigated in order 
to settle systematically the issues which surround a 
claim for the Bible as an inspired special revelation of 
God. We turn now to the problems posed by Van Til's 
belief that Biblical revelation must be infallible as well 
as inspired if it is to be trustworthy. 
3. Problems Raised in Connection with Infallibility 
a. Infallibility and the Human Predicament: Van Til 
approaches Biblical inerrancy from a unilateral perspective. 
That is, he sees the matter from the Divine point of 
reference in neglect of the human counterpart. Certainly 
it is true that since God is omniscient and absolutely 
veracious any production issuing from H±m would be complete-
ly accurate in every detail. However, another ~portant 
consideration must be taken into account. It is the 
question as to how an inerrant and infallible record could 
/ ~ be assimilated, correlated,and applied to human experience 
in light of man's being what he is, namely fallible and 
finite. Elton Trueblood brings out this problem, saying, 
"Infallibility necessarily includes not n..nly an infallible. 
revelation but the infallibility of the human mind to 
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judge that revelation. 11 33 In a footnote he adds the 
comment of John Henry Cardinal Newman who says, 11What 
advantage is an infallible guide, if those· who are to 
be guided have, after all, no more than an o.pinion.u34 
Van Til.must include this area of human fallibili~y 
when discussing the doctr~ne of Biblical infallibility. 
The belief that regeneration carries ~~th it the acceptance 
of Biblical inerrancy may well be an oversimplification 
of the issue and a gratuitous assumption. Particularly 
since many persons foster a belief in the Christian 
theistic position and yet do not embrace the tenet of 
Biblical infallibility. 
b. Infallibility which is not Infallibility: The 
qualitative distinction between partial and co~plete in-
fallibility is not clearly asserted by Van Til. On the 
one hand the Bible is completely inerrant in everything 
it mentions and we know from our previous discussion that 
it speaks on everything. Yet does it speak on everything? 
Does the Bible speak definitely on the mind-body problem 
or the heliocentric view of the universe? The answer is 
obvipusly negative.. We cannot appeal to the Bi.ble for the 
answers to these questions since only general references 
33David Elton Trueblood{· Philosophy of Relig~ (New 
York:· Harper Brothers, 1957 J, P• 43. 
34John Henry Cardinal Newman~ An Essay on the Development 
of Christian Doctrine (Toronto: Longmans, 1949), p. 74· 
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and implications are made in this regard. The only way 
inerrancy is secured on such issues is if the Bible 
elaborates every matter in its fullest detail. It is not 
sufficient that the Bible is infallible in some general 
sense and leave the task of drawing out the ramifications 
to finite, fallible man. The conclusions would surely be 
far from inerrant. 
The doctrine of infallibility would be much more 
satisfactory if Van Til had been explic;t in the handling 
of the range and scope of infallibility. It would help 
clarify his thinking on the subject if there could be some 
explanation as to method for retaining inerrancy in the 
process of drawing conclusions from general principles 
found in the Bible. This could be an area which poses 
more problems for the notion of infallibility than Van Til 
wishes to acknowledge. 
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CONCLUSION 
I shall take note in this conclusion of areas which 
appeared to me to have decided influence on the way yan Til 
handled the subject of rev~lation. General suggestions will 
be made as to the way in which the author feels Van Til 
could improve his treatment. This will not be a definitive 
conclusion since each chapter contained its own evaluation 
and the abstract to follow will quite thoroughly cover 
the main points of the paper. 
A· Van Til's Consistent Calvinism 
The pattern which Van Til has followed in establishing 
his philosophical theology is the consistent espousal of 
Calvinism in at least three major areas. The aspects of 
Calvinism which Van Til adopts are: 
1. God's Revelation in Nature 
Van Til repeatedly minimizes the pla?e of natural 
revelation in favor of special revelation. This is trace-
able to Calvinistic influence. Notice how Calvin in the 
following quotation suggests the uselessness of natural 
revelation. 11Notwi thstanding the clear representations 
given by God in the MIRROR of his works, both of himself 
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and of his everlasting dominion, such is our stupidity, 
that, always inattentive to these obvious testimonies we 
derive no advantage from them. nl Calvin goes on to say 
what Van Til has affirmed repeatedly, 11Vain, therefore, is 
the light afforded us in the formation of the world to 
illustrate the glory of its Author, which, though its rays 
be diffused all around us, is insufficient to conduct us 
into the right way. rr2 I feel that this Calvinistic pre-
supposition of man's inability to see any quality of the 
Divine Essence in nature has prejudiced the thinking of 
Van Til so that little effort and examination are given 
this subject. For this reason I felt that Van Til's pre-
sentation of what we can know about God from nature was 
especially weak and ineffectual. By allowing for a greater 
confidence in reason Van Til could have made a better pre-
sentation of the subject of natural revelation. This leads 
me to comment on the influence of Calvin on Van Til's view 
of man's nature and reason. 
2. Original Sin and Total Depravity 
The central significance Van Til gives to the Fall of 
Adam has already been mentioned. As a conseq~ence of the 
1Kerr, By John Calvin (Institutes, I.v.ll, p.25.) 
2Ibid. (Institutes, I.v.14, p. 26.) 
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Fall, man is born in original sin. Original sin as de-
fined by Calvin as, 11 an hereditary pravi ty and corruption 
of our nature, diffused through all the parts of the $Oul, 
rendering us obnoxious to the Divine wrath ••• 113 On the 
matter of total depravity Calvin says; 
Let us hold this, then, as an undoubted truth, 
which no opposition can ever shake, that the mind 
of man is so completely alienated from the 
righteousness of' God, that it concei.ves, desires, 
and undertakes everything that is impious, peverse, 
base, impure, and flagitious; that'his heart is so 
thoroughly infected by the poison of sin, that4it cannot produce anything but what is corrupt ••• 
Van Til would subscribe to Calvints low view of' human nature. 
It is little wonder that Van Til is so negative in his 
judgments respecting the potentalities of man. How Van Til 
would account for non-theists possessing high moral and 
ethical characteristics is not apparent. The Calvinistic 
influences on Van Til regarding human nature is responsible, 
I would judge, for the too rigid ~stinction between the 
reason of the theist andron-theist. Why is the reason of 
theist more truthful because he is a theist~ Why does the 
unregenerate man arrive at the same conclusion to a logical 
syllogism as the regenerate? The only answer is that mants 
nature is unjustly viewed in a context of original sin and 
3Ibid. (Institutes, II.i.8, p. 31.) 
4xerr~ By John Calvin, (Institutes, II.v.19, p. 32.) 
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total depravity. It is impossible to ade~uately evaluate 
\t ~ God and man and natural revelation with such presuppositions .. 
3· Election and Predestination 
It was mentioned previously that man's freedom was 
impugned by Van Til. Ethical and religious responses were 
initiated and attributed to causes outside man himself. 
God is the sole ground for man's action. Calvin's state-
ment is, 11God has once for all determined both whom he 
would admit to salvation, and whom he would condemn to 
destruction. 11 5 This places God and man in an awkward 
situation. God offers man redemptive grace in Christ as 
witnessed in special revelation and yet he doesn't offer 
man this grace. Man has not accepted the reconciliation 
but his action is only one of stimulus and response since 
God has determined absolutely his redemption. Man's 
freedom of ethical and religious responsibility is negated. 
Rewards and punishments are impossible. For these reasons 
Van Til cannot do justice to man, God, and revelation, 
either natural or special, while clinging to this rigid 
facet of Calvinism. 
Has this affinity with Calvinism helped or hindered 
Van Til's presentation of the meaning of revelation? I 
5Ibid. (Institutes, IIt.xxi.7, P• 45.) 
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believe that it has hindered his discussion ~or the reasons 
mentioned above. If man's nature and reason were less re-
stricted by Van Til, the treatment of natural revelation 
would have been more comprehensive. Reason would be 
trusted in greater length as a tool to discover God in 
nature. Van Til's claim of man's hostility to God tends 
to separate man altogether from the purpose of special 
revelation which is redemptive and reconciling. Hafr 
Van Til written from a less partial perspective his treat-
ment of revelation would have been considerably improved. 
B. Presupposition and Faith 
The matter of conversion from non-theist to theist is 
consistently placed by Van Til on the level of presupposi-
tion. This is most unusual, since usually in a theological 
as well as a philosophical defense of theism the element of 
religious experience and faith is also taken into considera-
tion. I find that manus response in faith to the Scripture 
as special revelation is glossed over by Van Til. 
It appears that Van Til may be again minimizing the 
role of psychological certainty and faith on the part of 
the individual in the process of conversion and Christian 
nurture. The activity of the individual in regeneration, 
to use the term we have discussed in the paper, is more 
than that of rational consent to a philosophical propo~ition, 
or substituting of one set of propositions for another. 
161 
Conversion and regeneration involve personal faith which 
is the offering up of the total person; his ndnd, soul, 
< • 
body, and strength, to the theistic viewpoint. 
The emphasis on receiving the revelation by faith is 
not found as force~ully in Van Til as it is in other 
Protestant apologists. Take Ramm's statement as a case in 
point, 11The Divine Word was mediated by revelation andre-
ceived by faith. Faith was the acceptance of the witness 
of God in the Divine Word. n6 Ramm is not lifting faith 
out of the context of external evidence in the philosophical 
and rational facts for theism, nor does faith separate it-
self from the contaxt of the internal evidence of the 
Holy Spirit. Faith is dependent upon both and there must 
be no hard and fast rule concerning temporal priority. 
Carnell's definition of faith as 11 the resting of the soul 
in the sufficiency of the evidence 117, as he suggests, does 
not commit one to the position of reason taking priority 
over faith. Rather faith is the operation of the whole soul. 
It is obvious that for these two "less consistent 
Calvinists" faith is involved in one's personal connni tment 
to Christian theism and the adoption of the Scripture as 
God's revelation. Ramm comments on Van Til's concept of 
~rumm, Pattern of Religious Authority, p. 20 • 
. 
7carnell, Introduction to Christian Apologetics, p. 82. 
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revelation and conversion is: 
At this point the strong Calvinism of Van Til 
is employed and we are told that a man is made 
a Christian by the irresistible grace of God. 
The lost man chooses his own system, but the Christian 
is chosen of God" and with this choice comes the 
Christian system. We are Christians by Di vi.:ge choice, 
and our philosophical position is Go~-given. 
Rrumn mentions Van Til's strong Calvinism. It is the rela-
tionship between revelation and faith that I find weakest 
in evaluating Van Til's theology. 
It appears to allow the Divine to completely over-
shadow the personal so as to leave out the human dimension 
of faith altogether. There seems to be little appreciation 
of the human dimension of faith or "involvement" to use a 
term which ~rueblood suggests,9 in his work on the Philosophy 
of Religion. Such reactions to theism as involvement and 
faith are precluded on Van Til's theology. Van Til's 
theology is described as 11Presupposi tionalism11 by Buswell 
who says:: 
Influential Christian scholars in our generation 
are teaching that since man exists in a fallen 
condition, and since his mind is distorted by sin, 
there is no common ground, in reason or ~n evidences, 
between the Christian and his message, on the one 
. . 
Baamm, Types of Apologetic Systems, p. 203. 
9navid Elton Trueblood, Philosophy of Religion 
(New York: Harper Brothers, l957), p. 21. 
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hand, and the unbeliever on the other. This view 
has been called 11 presupposi tionalism, 11 not because 
those who oppose it do not frankly state their pre-
suppositions, but·because, according to this particu-
lar a priori view, there is not intellectual common 
ground unless one adopts distinctly Christian pre-
suppositions .10 
Buswell contends that the non-theist is not granted by 
Van Til the degree of knowledge and morality which 
Scripture and even Calvin himself suggests. 
Certainly Van Til acknowledges the necessity of faith 
but the personal response, the resting, ~he involvement~ the 
receiving aspects of faith are not dealt with care~ully. 
Van Til could well afford to give more serious attention to 
the part of the individual's response to revelation and 
conversion than the mere cursory wisp of his Calvinistic 
pen presently allows. 
C. Free Will, Responsibility, and Grace. 
Trueblood mentions the mutual seeking of God and man 
for each other, especially when the words of Jesus are 
quoted from Rev. 3:20, "Behold, I stand at the door, and 
knock; if any man hear my voice, and open the door, I will 
. . 
come in to him, and will sup with him, and he with me. 11 
Such a mutual seeking is clearly represented in this verse 
of Scripture. The responsibility of seeking on the Divine 
lOJ. o. Buswell, Being and Knowing (Grand Rapids: 
Zondervan Publishing House, 1960), p. 175• 
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level is carried forth and the responsibility of man is 
seen in his freedom to open the door of his life to 
Christ's grace and salvation. Trueblood says, ''there is 
nothing implausible about a double search going on 
simultaneously. ull Such an appraisal of God's grace; 
which, as we see, has reference to Scripture but also .. 
leaves intact man's free agency and v~th such his responsi-
bility. My feeling regarding Van Til's estimate of 
Scripture and revelation is that it refuses to allow for 
the total Biblical implications of God's grace and man's 
freedom and responsibility. Scripture i·s taken as offer-
ing only one pattern of Divine Grace to man whereas in 
fact there is another side to the revelation; namely the 
reality of God's universal invitation to manktnd to "open 
the door 11 of his heart and mind to receive His grace. 
What is minimized in Van Til's concept of revelation 
is the ability for man to relate to Scripture in such a 
way as to retain what Bertocci callShis will-agency, that 
is man's responsible freedom of choice. 
If a man has will-agency, and if this really means 
that he initiates activities which would otherwise 
not take place, on what grounds can we assert that 
God does in exact details know, let alone control, 
the life of any person~l2 
llTrueblood, Philosophy of Rel~gion, p. 28. 
12peter A. Bertocci, Free Will,·Responsibility, and 
Graee (New York: Abington Press, 1957), P• 42. 
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Bertocci makes a strong case for will~agency. It is in 
the face of such claims that Van Til must seek a defense 
of the faith. He must honestly and openly come to grips 
with this issue and others before there can be any hope 
of having dealt with all the evidence. His concept of 
revelation would be more complete if it accounted for 
more than what is generally accepted within a traditional 
viewpoint. 
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ABSTRACT'" 
Purpose: The intent of this thesis is to investigate the 
meaning and significance of revelation in the theology of 
Cornelius Van Til. His theological beliefs will be out-
lined briefly as background material for a more complete 
grasp of his treatment of revelation. This thesis will 
treat revelation under two headings, that of ttnatural" 
revelation and "special" revelation. Natural revelation 
asks the question as to what man may kn9w o~ God from 
nature while special revelation asks how God is further 
revealed beyond what nature suggests. After each chapter 
a brief evaluation will point up various areas which the 
author feels merit attention in Van Til's discussion of 
revelation. 
Chapter I: Van Til's theological persuasion is of the 
Reformed Calvinistic tradition. His presentation is admit-
tedly that of generic Calvinism. The basic apologetic tenet 
is that the B1ble is God 1 s self-revelation and formative in 
all areas of human endeavor. The Bible speaks on everything 
either directly or indirectly·. The best apologetic defense 
is to consider a fixed theology as central and apologetics 
at the periphery. Van Til believes in the Biblical 
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account of creation, and the fall of man. The absolute 
sovereignty of God is affirmed consistently. The existence 
of God is ultimate e~vironment giving meaning and purpose 
to man's immediate environment. To know anything at all 
is to know God, whether he is acknowledged or not. 
The existence of a triune God is the Christian a 
priori and fundamentum. That God exists as concrete, self-
sufficient Being is seen in Van Til's doctrine of ontological 
Trinity. The Trinity is the heart of Christianity. There 
is no subordination of essence as between the three 
persons of the Trinity. The economical Trinity describes 
the activity of the Godhead toward creation and redemption. 
Van T11 suggests the Trinity as solution to the vexing 
problem of the One and the Many. This is done by making 
unity and plurality equally ultimate in the Godhead. Unity 
and plurality are equally ultimate in phenomenal reality. 
V.an Til's theory of knowledge is dependent on his 
t.heory of Being. God is the absolute interpreter of reality;. 
There are no brute facts for God. One must not take for 
granted the autonomy, independence, and ultimacy of the 
human mind nor the absolute character of facta. All facts 
depend on God for their meaning and interpretation. Van Til's 
. 
epistemology is described as "analogical". Wan's knowledge 
is dependent upon God's interpretation. Knowledge is by 
wa~ of understanding the connection it has with the plan 
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of God. 
Does reason perform the same f~nction for a theist as 
for a non-theist? Van Til says a non-theist's reason will 
invariably act wrongly. Men do not share a common reason, 
since Van Til describes reason as either regenerate or 
unregenerate. Regenerate reason is subject to the d~ec­
tives of Scripture. Unregenerate reason is not, it wants 
to be creatively constructive whereas the regenerate reason 
is receptively reconstructive. Not until the natural man 
is renewed in heart and mind by the power o£ the ffo~y 
Spirit can he place all things in true perspective. 
All men share in a sense of deity. Environment points 
to God. Deep down in him every man knows he is a creature 
of God and responsible to him. This raises the qu~stion 
as to man's sense of GOd through natural revelation which 
will be discussed in the next chapter. However, several 
things need to be mentioned, before going on, in an 
evaluatio~ of Van Til's theology: (1) The Calvinistic 
influences limit Van T11 1 s views on freedom and reason. 
Because Van Til believes in the equal ultimacy of election 
and reprobation his treatment of human will-agency and 
responsibilit~ greatly suffers. He tries to invest man 
with significant choice and action but finally admits as 
Calvin that man's activity is determined by God. Reason 
is insufficient as a guide to truth until ttreneweau by the 
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regeneration of the Holy Spirit. The unregenerate reason 
is always s~anted in the wrong direction and will always 
act wrongly. This forces reason to certain patterns of 
thought and conclusions which are not clearly justified 
by Van Til. {2) The meaning of the term 11 analogical 11 is 
not clear. How analogical reasoning is possible needs 
further explanation by Van Til. Van Til seems to overlook 
that analogical reasoning can only be possible if man could 
think as comprehensively as God. Does not analogical when 
carried to its logical conclusion imply the identity of 
indiscerni.bles? This is to sugg~st ~hat Van Til is fighting 
against, namely man being as God. (3) The Trinity is a 
doubtful explanation of the problem of the One and the Many/ 
The problem is no less resolved by stating that the equal 
ultimacy of unity and diversity in the Trinity is the basis 
for equal ultimacy of the one and the many. C4) Man's 
sense of deity is questioned as an effectual common ground 
between the theist and non-theist. What results are gained 
by a sense of deity in man if it does not contribute some-
thing to his understanding of God? 
Chapter II: Van Til believes that natural revelation 
speaks of Godls creatorship. Man is to consider himself as 
steward and trustee of the creation of God. The ability 
of nature to display God's handiwork is greatly impaired 
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as a result of the fall. Van Til gives a liter~l interpre-
tation of the Genesis narrative on creation and fall o~ 
man. Nature as well as man is in need of redemption. 
Natural revelation becomes a 11preparatio evangelica11 
which encourages man to think of God as redemptive and one 
who is striving with man to overcome sin and evil. God's 
redemption which is ~atent in natural revelation becomes 
patent in special revelation. 
The authority of natural revelation is related to the 
voice of GOd speaking to the conscience of man. This 
accounts ~or man's moral consciousness and the innate 
principle of the "ought". Man is aware that the structure 
of the universe is of a moral and ethical character. 
As a result of the revelation: which nature gives as 
to the nature of God and the ethical life, man is judged 
obedient or disobedient to God. When the moral conscience 
is obeyed there is harmony of so~l and body. When man 
neglects to follow the light of conscience he is in 
discord with God, himself and the world. 
Van Til sees in natural revelation a portrayal of the 
plan and purpose of God. Man becomes aware that God is 
one who strives for goals or ends. Nature appears ordered 
and marris encouraged to think of the Divine Being in terms 
of Mind. This is brought out in more detail in special 
revelation. 
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The chapter is evaluated in terms of the question as 
to man's knowledge of God ·from natural revelation.· Van Til 
suggests several ,tbfngs. God is seen as creator, as· 
redemptive, as one who is a preserver of values, and 
i'inally a God oi' purpose. There are weaknesses in his 
treatment of the question. (1) Van Til depends too 
heavily on the Bible as the source for·information 
regarding man's knowle~ge of God from nature instead of 
looking tom~ hims~lf. (2) His discussion could have 
been improved by developing rational patterns of argument 
from experience in favor of God similar to those given in 
Bertocci' s 11ifider 'releologicall _Krgument 11 • Bertocci goes 
to nature alone, linking together various aspects of 
human experience and reason into a pattern of belief 
about God as personal. He does not introduce a source 
of information such as Van Til's use of the Bible to 
determine what man can know of God from nature. 
Chapter III: Theism is not really theism unless it 
is Christian theism. .Apologetics must defend Christian 
theism. It defends the God who has spoken through the 
Scripture. 
Man in paradise needed the supernatural revelation of 
God; how much more now in a state of sin. Scripture 
establishes as true the items suggested by nature. 
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Van Til is compelled to take his notions of reality from 
the Bible. The Bible, as God's special revelation stands 
before us as the light in term of which all facts are to 
be interpreted. Intelligent, meaningful prediction is 
impossible unless done under the conditions and truths 
set down in Scripture. 
V.an Til has a unified view of history. This is 
because the same ·GOd is revealed in nature as in Scripture. 
General ana special revelation ~rom the convex and 
concave sides to the lens of God 1s self-disclosure. God's 
road to us is our road to GOd. 
Scripture is necessary because of man's inability to 
know reality correctly. Special revelation is an 
authoritative interpretation of redemptive facts. It is 
a permanent record also. Scripture cannot be added to or 
substracted from,. It is the objective point of reference 
in man's seeking after the Divine. 
The ffible represents the authority of God himself and 
as such is the ultimate seat of religious authority. Reason 
cannot judge revelation. Corrupt mruQneeds an incorruptible 
revelation. Scripture tells man who he is and where he is 
going with objective absolute authority. 
What is van Til fighting against in his discussion of 
special revelation? He is arguing against (1) sectarianism 
with his notion of the sufficiency of special revelation 
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meaning it offers a uniform interpretation of God's 
redemption. (2) Clericalism by his notion of the pers-
picuity of special revelation meaning it can be clearly 
interpreted by everyone. (3) Rationalism_by his notion 
of the necessity of special revelation meaning that all 
interpretation must consider God's sovereignty and absolute 
interpretation. Man's interpretation must conform to 
GOd's. (4) Autono~ by his notion of the authority of 
special revelation meaning that man must be obedient to 
the council of God. 
Two further attributes of special revelation are 
mentioned, its inspiration and infallibility. Inspiration 
provides the clue as to why the Scripture is considered 
11 special 11 and. "supernatural11 • Van Til sees inspiration as 
meaning God-breathed. God is the primary source of 
Scripture. Infallibility is correlative to inspiration. 
Scripture as inspired is taken by Van Til to be the Word 
of God and as such must be completely veracious in all 
points. My evaluation is in terms of several issues which 
were not adequately discussed. ~:-;-~- ,t,._:; . , 
(1) Van Til sees reason as a tnr~~t t~ the understand-
ing of Scripture. 
(2) 11hat good does it do to claim inspiration and 
infallibility of the autographa? This does not 
make the present record accurate. 
(3) How God communicated this revelation is not clear. 
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(4) What method is used to settle conflicting 
claims of inspiration. 
(5) How can fallible man receive and record an 
infallible record? 
(6) In what sense does the Bible speak infallibly 
on all matters? 
Conclusion:· Van Til's entire presentation of the mean-
ing of revelation is weakened due to his adoption of Calvinism 
as the only ,framework in which to view the subject. This 
has also been suggested earlier. At which points do his 
ties with Calvinism become most noticeable? (1) God's 
revelation in nature. Man can derive no advantage from 
the testimonies of what nature has to imply concerning 
God. Little place is given to the treatment of man's 
knowledge of God through natural revelation as a result of 
this presupposition. Reason, as I mentioned earlier, is a 
threat to Van Til and he will not adlni t to its usefulness 
in understanding God from natural or spe'cial revelation. 
(2) Original Sin and Total Depravity. Here we see the 
basis for Van Til's suspicion of reason. Calvinism 
presupposes man's total corruption. Can an adequate 
treatment be given revelation if one works with this 
assumption? Man is denied his ~ight to rationalize. 
(3) Election and Predestination. Here we see the ba~is 
for Van Til's denial of human freedom since God deterndnes 
all things. Iv!an' s freedom of ethical or religious 
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responsibility is negated. There~ore, Van Til's treatment 
would be more satis~actory had he written ~rom a perspective 
which gave more place to man's ability to reason, choose 
and obey the grace o~ God extended ~or all mankind. 
Secondly, Van Til has almost entirely neglected to 
discuss the realm o~ religious experience, conversion, 
~aith, or involvement as aspects o~ man's response to 
God's revelation. This is an outgrowth ~rom the above 
presuppositions. 
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